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Grozge Keith's | 
NARRATIVE Kei 


: . |: is not ſurely, without good Reaſon, Rs 


Church of Chriſt, here on Earth, is called+x} 

Church Militant : For ( beſides the inward-ar 

. ſpiritual Enemies, which her ſeveral Members | ©-þ D- 

encounter with, in their Pilgrimage through this Ul 

blefome World ) ſuch hath been, and is, her Lot my 

S. Portion, that ſhe hath rarcly been free from outn "s.. 

Enemies of one kind or other ; her great Adverly "* 

J- ry, Satan, continually railing up ſome evil Inſtrim | 

or other, to fall upon her, "ail aimir Eg at her Ruin : % 

though after divers Ways 2nd Manncrs. Sometimesthe® 

Civil Powers, under which ſhe hath lived, hare been © 

, ſtirred up to proclaim as it were, oper War againſt ber, _ : 

- and to inflict feyvere and heavy Penalties upon her, for . : 

- her faithfil adherence to her Lord and Maſter, Chriſk © 

. Jeſus. When, through Faith and Patience, ſhe beth] | 

7: overcome, and the Wrati and Fury of Men hath þ 

» aflwaged, fo that ſhe hath had ſome reſpit from thois 

3 outward Sufferings : Then hath her old Arc rn 
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FR the comifion Enemy of Mankind ) beſticr'd himſelf 
© 'ahiother way, to raiſe up Ferſecarion againſt her of 4» 
©. eber kind, by inſtigating ſome or other ( either ſuch 
- 8S Were always avowed Enemies to her, or ſuch as for 
ome time appeared to be of her, but by the ſweep of bis 
il. lf2d bcen ſtruck off from her) to ſpeak or write 
gainſt her, falſly to accuſe her, and load her with the 
ouleſt R-prozches, and moſt infamous Slangers and 
-- Þcandals; that by ſa miſrepreſenting her, they might 
k Rinder others from joyning to, or favouring her, and {ir 
$. IP the Civil Magiſtrate-again, to perſecute her afreſh, 
-*) This hath been the Lot, chis the Condition of the l:7- 
£ [le Flock cf ChriR,in former Ages, as Eccleſiaſtical Hiſto- 
+ Ties declaxe.” As for the preſent Age, and with reſpe&t 
-+|to the People called Quakers ( whom God by an Invi- 
> ſible Armof Power hath raiſed up, and held up, and 
+ | | made a peculiar People to . non. Experience gives 
*f Tufficient Proof, the marter being yer freſh in Memos» 
Ty.” For (not to look back ſo far as that which was 
fg called the Commoniealth's Time, wherein many of the 
leading Men, in. molt Profefſions, pur forth their ut- 
- moſt Strength againſt vs, both in Preacning and Print- 
wg, raiſing thoſe falſe Reports concerning us, and charge- 
- mg many fal/: Acciſations vpon us, with reſpe@ both 
E To Doctrie and Prattice, which others of our Adverſa- 
ries, that folloxed afcer, have taken up «pox Truſt from 
- them) no ſooner was that great Perſecution a little a- 
bated” ( which 190n atcer the Reſtoration of RK. Charles 
tlie S:cond, through the fault of ſome Difſenters, fel] up- 
on, Al, b»t met heavily upon V5) and that a litule 
Calm and"Quiex enſued; but out came ſeveral Bocks 
L ag #nſt us, written by ſoine of thoſe Profellors, . who 
+ either in ſome Mealure did ſuffer, or (if they had 
». been faithful to their own Principle ) ſhonld have ſuf- 
 fered in the ſame ſtorm with us. - By that Time the 
Daft, which thoſe Books had raiſed, was [i4 by. our 
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Anſwers thereunto, a freih Perſecution from the Gos:. 
vernmert aro, vpen the Informing 4, the main. 
weight of which, it is weil known, t=i!! eporus; they. 
who before, and ef:erwards, ellaulied us in Print, find» 
ing Ways then to hide, an4 ſave themſelves from Sul 
fcring. But when that Storm was a little ovggf wr: 
they came again, and in divers Pooks, written BY Fal-" 
ao, Hicks, and others, heaped up many wrong Charges,” 
Pefamations, Slanders and falſe Accufarions againft us3%53 
all which were refuted, and wiped off in our Books: 
Printed in Anſwer thereunto : Nor have thoſe of other 3 
Profeſſions been ſo forwerd to attaque vs ſince. But, 
ror, tht Liberty of Conſcience, in the free Exerciſe 
of Religicus Worſhip, is by Authority granted, and *7 
thereby outward Sufferings in a great meaſure avated z 
our old Enciny, envying us fo great a Benefit-( though 
but in common with ctters) hath contrived ways and 
means tO raiſe a rew War azainſt us; by Nirring up 
ſome, who have formerly walked with vs, and for ſone=+- 
time prcfelſ:d to b: of us ( but upon ſome peeviſh Diſs # 
content or other, have turned aſide and leit us) toturn? 
now apainſt uz, and oppoſe us, and to pour forth Floods 
of Repro:cn, flander and falie Acculations upon us. 
His chief Agent, at preſcnt, in this Work, is Geo2ge 
Keith, a S: orchman,whoſe ambitions Aims not being ant» 
ſwered, nor his abſurd and fanteftical Notions received 3 
by and among{ the People called Quakers, he is now 
become, of a {ecming Frichd, a real Enemy, He having 
publiſh:d mary Books againſt us, and in defence of thoſe 
Boks wrang!ed with us for a while in Print,till he found 
himſelf too cloſely pinched, to be able to give-an*Au»:2 
ſwer fit to be ſeen 1a Print, hath at length berhonght. 2 
himſelf of a i#e to excuſe himſelf from anſwering, 
which, was, to ſet up a kind of Judicial Courts :pfih's : 
opn Head, and by his ern Authority, in a Place tis; 
own Commazrd, on a Day 4 [is own Appeinzing, thiue 
3 10: 
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».to Chzrge and Try divers of us who are called Quakers» 
F kth: preſent or ablent, concerning matters of Faith 
and Dottrine; and that the rude Multitude might not 
> be wanting to his Aſhitance there, he yave pnblick no- 
vice of it ſomerime before, by an Advertiſement in 
7 Print nd therein a ſore cf Summons to ſome of us by 
Name others by Dcliznation, to be preſent. This 
** Arbitrary Proceeding, and Uſurped Authority, as we 
©judgcd"it unreaſonable in kim to impoſe, fo we did not 
= think fit to ſubmit to, or own ; ard therefore forbore to 
"appear at the Time and Place by him appointed. Yer 
Jeſt any wiom he ſhould draw thither, mizht miſtake 
& the Cauſe of our nor 2ppe2ring, the Reaſons thereof, 
- drawn wp in (hort Heads, were ſent thither to be read, 
and given among the Pcople, which they were. How- 
2 ever, according to bis before declared- litention, to 
procecd whether any of us were there or no. he, be- 
> ipg J«dge ghis own Co:rt, over-ruled our Reaſons, and 
- went on to Arraign, and Convict us Abſent. - T he Pa- 
£ geentry of which days Work, as atted there by himſelf, 
he hath fince Publiſhed, with his Name to ir,” under the 
» Title of Ar exat# Narrative of the Proceedinos at Turn- 
"Fiers-Hal, &c. Together with the. Diſputes end Speeches 
*» there betwten G. Keith and other Cakers, differing from 
him in ſome Religions Principles, How idle is this in 
+ him, to pretend in his Title to give an Account of 
>. Diſputes and Specches between him and other Quakers, 
>whenas his Narrative it ſelf gives no account of any 
Diſpute-there, nor any thing like it, and of that little 
+» that was ſaid by any of thote few Quakers, that were 
# preſent, moſt was to the People ( tending to ſhew 
; themthe unreaſonableneſs of his undertaking, and deſi- 
- ring them to reſerve one Ear for the other ſide). very 
> little of ic to him, 

| - Before the Narrative, he hath Reprinted his former 
| Mevertiſemert, by which he gave Notice of his locope 
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ed Mceting. Now in as much as he hath done ſo, why 
did he not alſo Print with it the Reafoxs giver for 
our not M:cting him then and there, that the Reader 
might have judged of the ſufficiency of them ? ln this 
G. Keith hath not been juſt either to the Reader. or 
to us. He that pretends to give an exait Narrarfve of 
a thing, ought todo , as well as fap ſo. And what- 
ſo.ver was in that Mceting communicated to the Hears 


er, ouzht to be in like manner communicated td the* + 


Reader, if a Narrative of the Proceedings thereof be 
made, otherwiſe ſuch Narrative is '::0-exatf, Now he 
acknowledzes that fuch Reaſons were oftered, and 
Rexd ; for he ſays, P- 13. A: the opening of the Meeting, 
when G. K-ith food up to make ſome Introduttery Speech, 
to give an Account of the occaſion of the Meeting, H. 
Goldney, with ſome other Quakers of W, Penn's Party, 
came with a Prinied Paper, giving ſume Reaſons why W. 


Penn 4an4 G. Whiteicad did net appear, whichyhe" deſsrid _ * 


might be Read, Then adds, It ras readily gromed, and the 


Reaſons nby W. Penn and G. Whitehead did 10t appear, ' 
This made thoſe Reaſons part .: 
of tie Procecdings of that Meeting, and therefore they / 


were Read by G. Keith. 


ought to have been Publiſhed in the Narrative, that 
where-ever that had been read, they might have been 
read with it. The blame for this falls upon him, in 
as much as he acknowledges, in his Title Page, the 


wh le to have been Publiſhed ard Reviſed ( inſtead of Re» | 
viſed and then Publiſhed ) by kim. And this ſhews his - 
partial Dealing, and how willing he was to keep his” 


Reader in the dark as to any thing that made againſt 
him. However, that I may give my Reader that Infor- 
mation and Satisfaction, which he hath with-held from 
his, I here inſert thoſe Reaſons, as followeth. 
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E to Charge and Try divers of us who are called Quakers» 
- Whether preſent or ablent, concerning matters of Faith 
*and Dottrine; and that the rude Multitude might not 
be wanting to his Afſiitance there, ke yave pnblick no- 
F#ice of it ſometime before, by an Advertiſ:ment in 
- Print, Land therein a ſor: ef Summons to ſome of us by 
Name,” vo otiers by Dcliznation, to be preſent. This 
+" Arbitrary Procecding, and Uſurped Authority, as We 
judged'ir unreaſonable i in kim to impoſe, fo we did not 
think fit to ſubmit to, or own ; ard therefore forbore to 
appear at the Time 31d Place by kim appcinted. Yer 
«jſt any wiom he ſhould draw thither, mizht miſtake 
£& the Cauſe of our not 2ppezring., the Reaſons thereof, 
F drawn vp in (hort Hc« ads, were (ent thither tobe read, 
and given among the Pcople, which they were. How- 
& ever, according to bis before declared- Iitention, to 
proceed whetier any of us were ihere or 19. he, be- 
þ 50S Jwage his own Cort, over-ruled our Reaſons, and 
' went on to Arralgn, and Convict us Abſenr, - The Pa- 
geantry of which days Work, as attcd there by himſelf, 
he hath fince Publiſhed, with his Name to ir,” under the 
- Title of Ar cxa# Narrative of the Proceedinrs at Turn- 
; *ers-Hall, &c. Together with the. Diſputes end Spetches 
+ there between G. Keith and other Quakers, dFering from 
him in ſome R«ligioa#s Principles, How idle is this in 
+ bim, to pretend in his Title to give an Acccunt of 
2. Diſputes and Speeches between him and other Quakers, 
gwhenas his Narrative it ſelf gives no account of any 
* Diſpute: there, nor any thing like i it, and of that little 
-» that was ſaid by any of thole few Quakers, that were 
| preſent, moſt was to the People ( tending to ſhew 
- themthe unreaſonableneſs of his undertaking, and deſi- 
- Fing them to reſerve one Ear for the other ſide). very 
- little of ic to him, 
| Before the Narrative, he hath Reprinted his former 
3 A verti/ement, by which he gave Notice of his os 
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ed Mzeting. Now in as much as he hath done ſo, why 
did he not alſo Print with it the Reafors given for 
our not M=cting him then and there, that the Reader 
might have judged of the ſufficiency of them ? In this » 
G. Keith hath not been juſt either to the Reader. or 
to us. He that pretends to give an exat# Narrative of 
a thing, ought todo , as well as ſap ſo. And what- 
ſo.ver was in that Mceting communicated to the Hears 
er, ought to be in like manner communicated tb the* - 
Reader, if a Narrative of the Proceedings thereof be - 
made, otherwiſe ſuch Narrative is :0t-exatf, Now he 
acknowledges that fuch Reaſons were oftered, and 
Rexd ; for he ſays, P- 13. A: the opening of the Meeting, 
when G. K-ith food up to make ſome Introduttery to 
to give an Account of the occaſion of the Meeting, H. 
Goldney, with ſome other Quakers of W, Penn's Party, 
came with a Prinied Paper, giving ſume Reaſons mhy W, 
Penn 44 G. Whireicad did not appear, whichyhe” deſtrid 
might be Read, Then adds, It ras readily granted, ard the 
Reaſons why W. Penn and G. Whitehead did n0t appear, ' 
were Read by G. Keith. This made thoſe Reaſons part .- 
of the Procecdings of that Meeting, and therefore they - 
ought to have been Publiſhed in the Narrative, that 
where-ever that had been read, they might have” been 
read with it. The blame for this falls upon him, in 
as mnch as he acknowledges, in his Title Page, the 
wh le to have been Publiſhed and Reviſed ( inſtead of Re- 
viſed and then Publiſhed ) by him. And this ſhews his 
partial Dealing, and how willing he was to keep his” 
Reader in the dark as to any thing that made againſt 
him. However, that I may give my Reader that Infor- * 
mation and Satisfattion, which he hath with-held frotn. - 
his, I here inſert thoſe Reaſons, as followeth. | 
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REASONS, why thoſe of the People called Qua- 
kers, challenged by George Keith, to meet him at 
Turners Hafl the Eleventh of this Month called 
June, 1696. refuſe their Appearance at his Pe- 

. remptory Summons. . 


- @® @ @ ©® @ 


: Hereas G. Keith hath, aſter his wonted irregu- 


lar and unruly Manner, Challeng'd divers of us 
© to defend our ſelves againſt ſuck Charges 2s he has to 
©exhibite againſt us at 77ers Ball: Theſe are to Cer- 
*tifie all whom it may Concern, That the &eaſors why 
* we decline any ſuch Meeting, are as follow. 

©*1, Becauſe the ſaid G. Kei:h has given us ſuch fre- 
© quent Proofs of his very Paſſionate and Abuſive Beha- 
* yiour, at the many more Sele& Mcetings we have had 
*with him, in all Manner of Sweetneſs, long Suffering 
*and Patience, on our fide, to ſatisfie, and preſerve 
*him from theſe Extreams : That we cangot aſſure our 
*, * ſelves now of any bctter Entertainment, or that the 
* Meeting can have any deſiradle Succeſs, for a through 
© Information, 

*2. Wedecline to Meet, becauſe it is not an agreed 
© Meeting on both ſides, which it ought to bave been; 
© 2nd where that is not, or cannot be adjuſted; the 
© Preſs is the next fair Way and Expedient, which he 
© has began with, and now ſcems to decline; nor hath 
© he ent us a Copy of his Charge or Indictment againſt 
* us, which alſo he ought to have done. 

. *3. Thathe has two of our Books which lie hard at 
© his Door; in Vindication of us and our Doftrines from 
* £ his Exceptions, and which he has not yet anſwered; 
--*ſothat he is not upon equal Terms with us; and there- 

\ * fore we think his Challenge, Appointment and Sum- 
= $20: unfair ; 2nd that all thet are not partial will be 
#of the ſame Min with us. «4 Such 


(9) 
© ,, Such publick and unlimited Meetings are too of- 
© ten attended with Heats, Levity and Confuſion, and 


- © anſwer not the End defircd by ſobcr. and enquiring 
© Men. Beſides, that it lets up a PrzQiſe that Autho- 


© rity may Judge to be an Avvſe to our Liberty, and 
* | © fo draw that under Refletion, as no Friend to the 

© Civil Peace. 

© 5, We know not what Religion or Perſwaſion this 

1- & © Wavering Man is of, or what Church or People he ad-_ 
s | © heres to, or will receive him, with his vain Spcculatie 
oO © © ons, that have led him to deſert us; nor who are ac- 
- | © countable to us for him and his Irregulariries and Abu- 
7 8 © es; the generality of ſuch Aſſemblies uſually making 

©ji!l Auditors, worſe Judges, and no good Security for 
- BF © our Satisfaftion. And we muſt therefore take leave 
- © to ſay, it ſeems to us an indiret way of d:/quieting 
| © and invading our preſent Liberty, that ſo Irrelsgious 4 
* Meeting ſhould be held, ,whoſe Erd is to abufe other Men 
© for their Religion, If this ſhould be imitared by all the 

© ſeveral forts of different Perſwaſions in this City, 

© what Heaps and Confuſions muſt neceſlarily enſue ! 

©6. Wherefore Laſtly, Pe it k-own unto all, That 

© for the ſake cf Religion, the Liber.y granted us, and the 

© Civil Peace, we decline to Mect him; and not from 
© any apprehenſions we have of his Abilities, or our own 
© conſciouſneſs of Error, or. Injuſtice to the ſaid G. 
© Keuth, whoſe weak and unbridled Temper we know 
© is ſuch, rthat/ what Learning and Parts he hath, hare 
© not been able to bailance and ſupport him oa lels occa- 
* fions, ſo that we may ſay theyarein ill hands; and if 
© he proceeds as he begins, they will be employedto.an 
*i1l End, which his (poor Van!) cannot bur be, -valels 
* he change his Courſe; which we heartily pray for;taag.. 
*a place of Rep:ntance he may fiad ; ard thro? a trag*+*" 
* Contrition, the Remiſſion of his great Sin of Envy, ©. * 
* andevilly Intreating ihe Lords Peopleand Wayy which ;-/z 


EE 


* we profeſs, and which he the ſaid G. Xeith hath 70ng 
*and lately both profeſſed, and zealouſly vindicated, 
© as ſuch, 
What weight there is in theſe Reaſons, I leave the 
Reader to Judge. G. Keir!, in his Pref. ſays, p. 7, 
They are jo Frjv:lous ard Weak, that they arc ſcarce 
worth neting. Ardin Nar. p. 13. {he Re«ſons are ſo ſlen- 
der, that I hope every Judicious Perſon bire can anſwer 
them, and he pretends (Pret. p. 7.) that he did anſwer 
the Chiefeſt of them on the Place, and refers to the 
Narrative for it. How $lender, Wcak, and Frivolons, 
his Anſwers were, 2ppears by the Narrative, in which 
he ſays litile to the Riaſons; and thatiieile, as little to 
the purpoſe. To the Tirit be ſa,s, Ner. p. 13. If / 
am ſuch an angry Po ſon as tley repreſent me, I ſhall lay 
my Self 'the more Open, 4nd they ſrall hate the greater 
advantage; you know we! enough, ſays he, that they would 
be rlad of any advant-ge ar ainſi, me. Bow Could thoſe 
Audi:ors know tis, when it is falſe in is ſelf ? We would 
not be- glad of ary Advant»ge avainſt him, eſpecially 
not of ſuch an zdvantare as (tonld ariſe trom his /ntem- 
perate Tongue, and rode Felftviour: We have had too 
much of that kind ©i advantage againſt him already, at 
other Meetings ve have had with him, when wuere was 
more Reaſon to have exprtcd Sobrrety and Temper from 
him, than there is now. Had he as publickly Renoun- 
ced the profeſſion and name ot Qvter, 75 he hath plain- 
Iy departed from the Spirit and Life of Jeſus, in which 
the People calle! Gnaters Live and Walk (and 1n ſome 
meaſure of which h< once Watikel with them | we might 
have been the ſooner induced ro have mit him, as an 
Open and Profeſſed Aclverjary to vs, our Principles and 
Profeffion. Bur tince. todo ns the oi cater deſpite, tho' 
he be gone from us in Spirit and Mind; and hath Open- 
. ly. ſeparated from vs in Worſtip,zrd hath been alſo dil- 
Fe owned by us, he chooſes y<r to retain the ſame _ 
"44, Ban al. 


aad make” a pretence to the ſame Profeſſion with ns, 
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(both the Title of his Narrative preter- ding to relate 
Diſputes between G. Keith, and ot hcr Quakers, 'mplying 
himſelf to be one, and he exprelly taying, p. 31. 1. 
15-1 am a Quaker ſtill: ) We were not willing, nor 
arc, to give, or admit an cccalion for him to expoſe 
our Profeſſion (how unjuſtly ſoever ) ro the Cenſure* 
ard Contempt of the Inconliderate and Undiſcerning 
Multitude, by bis wnraly Paſſtors and Rudeneſs, which we 
had reaſon from ovr frequ-nr experience of him, to 
expe&t would break forth, |f we were there to op- 
pole him. Nor do we think that any Advantage Which 
c-uld have been made of ir, could have m:de amends 
for the diſadvantage that mizht have enſued, if he 
thereby ſhould have raifed an Hurly Burly, or Tumuls a- 
mong tie People. 

To the Fourth, (for he ſeldom keeps method) which 
had reſpett to Civil Authority and the Publick Peace, 
he only ſays, he had the Lord Mayor's Leave, who ſent 
bis Marſhal to preſerve the Peace, and therefore there cans 
be nothing in that. But, beſides that he gave no notice 
in his Advertiſement, that he had the Mayors Leave, 
(which renders it ſuſpe&cd that he had not askt the 
Mayer's Leave, till after he had Publiſted his Adver« 
tiſement) not only we, bur others (as judicious perhaps 
as himſelf, & more immediarcly concerned in the Securi- 
ty of the publick Peace) Conſidering the preſent ſtate 
of things, the Kings abſence, and the great diicontent 
which many, eſpecially of the Lower Rank of People, 
are under, by reaſon of want of Trade (occafion'd by 
the preſent Scarcity of Currant Money) Cid think there 
might be more of danger in that, tan was fit to be 
bazarded on ſo needleſs an Occalion, For if, npott 
the Inviration given a 40th before; but 2 few Thou 


fards of Diſcontented ( and ſome, perbzps, not ves6 


ry well affeted) Perſons, ſhould h2yc got together 


& 
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k » Cule, Ton fr 1 not call me veſore a Tuſtice without my conſent f 
fe 3: Ro-v me, | may Com lain of bim as a Robber ,and 
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and taken head, they might ſoon have Tncreaſed to grea- 
ter numbers and ſtrength, than the City Marſhal chow 
ſufficient ſoever to hisOlfice) might have beea able to dif- 
perſs. The number of Reaſons in our Paper is Six. He 
has given theſe Slender Weick and Friveluus Aniwers t9 
two of them and ſays, This is en0u7h at preſent to anſw:r 
this Paper, Nar. P. 13. Yet four lines aſter, in the ſame 
Page, bethinking himſelf further of ir, he adds, They 
ſay, 1 did not exhivit ro them a Coy of my Charge againſt 
them (an Indictment they cail it, they weuld repreſen: me 

. a1 4 man ſetting up a Spiritual Court) but my Printed Pa- 
per ſays, W. Penn, azd G. Whitthead, are ju{ly deſered 
z0 be preſent, This, ſays he, is no Indift mer nor Summons, 
as they falſely call ir, *Tis true, the word [ Summons} 
is not »ſed, but the nature of a Summons js 1w-plied. He 
did not indeed exprelly ſay, They are required to bz 
preſent, but uſed the word | Deſired] But it is a delire 


Sub pana (as I may ſay) for he backs it with a Declara- | 


tion of his full In:ention, to proceed againſt them, if they 
ſhall not be preſent; ſo thar if they ſtay away, be it at 
their Peril, of being, Calumniated and Traduced be- 
hind their backs. Whether ke will call his Meeting 
a Spiritzal Court, or a Teporal, Jet him chooſe: Cer- 
tain it is, that a Jriſd: ion he uſurped, not belonging to 
him, over ſuch as he had no Power over. And after 
what manner h=2 intended to hive received and treated 
us, if we had been there, may well be gathered from 
what his Narrative lays he {pake about tie cloſe of that 
Meeting, and what he hath added in his Preface ſince. 
*That in the Nar, is in Þ. 59: where he thus ſays, [ am 
perſwaded the Reaſuns given in the Paper, read at the brgin- 
wing, mire nn juſt reaſon for their nof appearing. But 
though ſme Compariſons are Oinus, yet give me leave 


tomike 4 Compariſon, ay a Ma'efattor. mate this ex- 
p 
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without his conſent call bim to acconnt. But bere is a ſirange 
thing , Injuring Men may not be called to ascoun# without 
their conſent, it will treſpaſs againſt the Law, and intren- 
ches upon Liberty of Conſcience : Judge now, Reader, by 
the Compariſon he hath made, Whether we have done 
him any wrong in calling his Advertiſement a Summons, 
his Charge an {n4ifFment, He compares us to ale. 
faftors ;, But Afalefattors do not uſc to be deſired to ap- 
pear , but Syummoned, Required, Commanded at leaſt, 
if not Compelled ;, and Indifted when they do appear. 
Had not we bcen finely holpen up (as they lay) it we 
had been there, only to have ſtood there as MHalefa- 
fors, to have Pleaded orr Caſe before Judge Keith and 
his Aſeciates, the AJobb, and I know not whom elle ? 
Tho* he ſpake not fo plzin in his Advertiſement, 
a5 he hath done .fince, yet there was enough m that 
to gwe us to underſtand what entertainment we were 
toexpect there. There was nothing like Equality pro- 

poſed in ir, nothing of Tndiffirency ;, no liberty reſer- 
Ved T0 un, tocharge him, it we ſaw meet, as well as 

hens. No, no, the Scene was laid only for us to hear 

our ſeives Charged ard proved Gm!ry (for that we ſhould 

be proved Gyilty, was, it ſremes, determined before- 

hand) And to what end then was it offered, that we 

ſhould be 7reely beards to aniwer to our ſeveral Charses ? 
This was worſe dealing than is uſed towards MHalefattors. 

For wi.en they are Surmoncd to hear themſelves Chare 
ged, they kave fall Liberty given them, not ouly to 
Anlwer for themſclves, but to Objet (if they have 
cauſe) againſt their Accuſer, againſt his Witneſſes, Yea, 
ard againſt the Fury too, But they are not called to 
hear themſelves proved Gui/ty; (as it emes we were) 
whether they ſhall be proved Guilty or nor Gmilty, is left 
upon the 1c of their Tryal : But in our Caſe, it was 
reſolved betore hand; We were called thither to hear 


our ſelves Charged, and proved Guilty. Now though &.;, 4 
Keih'y, 
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Keith's MalefatteryCompariſon ſhews his both Envy and 


Folly in making it, yet it anſwers not his cafe. For al- "= 


though a Malcfa:tor may not ſay, You ſha'! not call me 
before « Fuſtice without my conſent: Yet | fancy a Ma- tl 
lefa&tor might al You ſhall not make your Self a, Juſtice, B 
and then call me before your ſelf, wichout my conſent, 


Neither ſhall you call me, wichout my conſent, before C 
any Man elſe; that is no otherwiſe 2 Juſtice, than of your * 
making, till | better underſtand your Power for mzking I * 
Juſtices No wonder this {t:le Man ſpeaks ſo Bigg, if r 


he hathentertained a Notion, that he hath Power not 
only to convene Perſons, at his plcalure, before him- 
leif; but alſo toconfer Fujticiary Authority an ſuch others 
as ſhall aſſemble on his Advertiſement. He threatens, 
if he be not humoured,to repeat his Advrertiſemezt. If 
he ſhould do fo, ſuch as are ambitious of fich an Io- 
ployment, may haſten to Turrers- Hall, if they would 
be made Fuftices by G. Keith. He purſues his Compari- 
fon further, ſaying, ib. /f « man Rob me, | may com- 
plain of bim as a Robber, and without his conſent, call him to 
an Account. Be may fo, but he muſt complain then, 
coram Competents Fudice, Before one that hath 2 juſt Au- 
=thority over him : For if he complain coram nm Fudice, 
Before one that hath nothing to do with it, he may go 
as he caine, witbout Redre/s. Inhis Pref. p. 8. he faith, 
Hnd as Inſponificant is their Excuſe of declining to meet, be- 
cauſe it was not. an agreed Meeting on both ſides * As if 
Guilty Perſons are not to be 14:4 without thiir Conſent and 
Apreement. Obſerve here, he reputes us Guilty firſt, 
and talks of Trying us afterwards, What elſe is this, but 
tocondemn firſt, and try after ? As if (fays he) Guilty 
perſons are not to be tricd without, their conſent. 
When Perſons are pronounced Gjlty, it is to be ſuppo= 
- Ted, they have had Trjal : For it is from a Trial ahd Corn 
vittion that they are Denominated Gmilty, The Law 
calls no Man Guilty, until upon due Trial, he be proves 
2 | en 
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and found Gzi:y. Till then the Law ſuppoſes him In- 
ocent, If a man be juſtly ſuſpeQed of avy Trime, he 
may ard ought be tairly eried,in a due and right Method, 
that it may appear whether he be Guilty or Innocent, 
But none 1] hope, except G: Keith, is ſo weak to think, 
that any one who hath a mind to it, may take upon him 
to try ſuch a man, and paſs Sentence on, him, He 


- 


adds there, Their upbraiding me by Inſiuating my afſum- þ 


ing 4 Spiritual Tariſdittion woer thim, and Summoning them 
e0 appear before me, is Idle and Vain, The Injurer 4s 
Debtor to the Trjured, and Accountable to him. ho* his 
repreſenting us to be the Injarers, and himſelf the Inju- 
red, is but precario»s, and a brgging of the Querſiton, which 
we deny : Yet his urging, that the I1jurer is Debtor to 
the Injoared, and accountableto him, in Juſtification of 
his appointing a Meeting for us to'apprar at, doth im» 
ply he aſſumed a Furiſaiftion over us,& thong ht he might 
Summon us to appear, whick was Idle and Vain in him 
to think, much more to do. What ſhould induce him 


' to think {© highly of himfelf, and take ſo much upon 


him, I know not, unleſs he hath ſame liule Ecoleſieſti» 
cal Preferment in the Wind ; which'if he has, Perhaps 
it may never riſe higher than an Aper#or, or ſome 
ſuch ſmall Officer. 

But he ſays, ib. Let them tell me what Spiritual Fu- 
riſdiftion they bad over wrt, to call me ſeveral times to 
them at their Yearly» Meeting, 1694. more than I had 
over them, to call them 10 cur Atceting at Turners- Hall, 
1696, wileſs thy will fly to their common P7ctence, come 
mon to them with the Church of Roe, their Infallibiluy? 
Firlt let me t:11 him, His Cantempt of, and Scoff at Iz- 
fallibility (alerted and maintained by himſelf in his Book 
of Immediate Revelation not ceaſed, p. 36, 37, 38. Se- 
cond Edition, 1676. ) is an Infallible Proof of his A« 
poſtacy. Next] ll tell him (ſeeing he asks it) what Pows 


cr we had then, to call him, more than he hath —__ 
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call os. Every Religious Society or Body, hath g cer. 
tain Power within it ſelf over the particular Members 
that make vp, or pretend to be of, that Society or Bo- 
dy ; by vertue of which, ſuck Society or -Body may call 
to account, deal with, and (if they ſee cauſe) deny any 
ſuch Member as ſhall walk diſorderly, contrary to the 
Rules, and againſt the Safety or Honour of the Society. 
; Now G. Keith, knows full well,that at the time he men- 
tions, in 1694. -he-pretended to be a Member of our So- 
ciety, and thruſt himſelf amongſt us,and upon us, which 
gave us Right to deal with him as we did. But ſince the 
the time he was diſowned by us, as one gone out from 
us, We never pretended to fellowſhip with him, or 
to be Members of, or any way related to, that Society 
he is of (if indeed he be of any.) And therefore he has 
not the like ground tu call us to his Meeting (which 
we were never of, but againſt) as we then had to call 
him to our Mecting, which he then pretended, and pro- 
felled to be of. 

He asks, p. 7. Why ſhould Diſpute: viva voce, be more 
off enſive to civil Peace , than Diſputes in Print. 1 believe 
(lays he) they can give no Reaſon. | believe Thave given 
a Reaſon already, and that Demonſtrative too. He 
might as well ask, Why ſho11}d the gathering together 
of many Hundreds, or thouſinds, of Men, in a time 
of Fation and great Diſcontenis, be more offenſire 

to civil Peace, than Pcople's Reading Books, privately 
In their Houſes or Cloſets ? I bzlieve if he cannot, ( be- 
cauſe he will not) every body <clſe can ſee the Reaſon. 
- Fromour not anſwering him, viv4 vece, he is willing 
to infer that we ſhould not enſwer him in Print neither. 
For he ſays, ib. If I be not werthy, ner fit to be anſwered 
word, nor am I 19 be anſwered by writ. It is not bis 
worthineſs that Inclines-us to Anſwer him at all ; but 
.- thedefence and clearing of our Principles,and aur ſelves, 
from his Calwmnics and falſe Accuſarjon:, ln doing which . 
"Hp we 
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wEthink-not our ſelves obliged to follow his Dire&ions | 
or to alter .our Courſe, as oft as he is driven to alter his. 
When he was in Perſilvania, where he was anſwered 
ul F 50a voce, (and indeed could not well be anſwered other- 
y | wiſe, theonly Preſs in thoſe Parts being then at his com- 
is | mand) he voided Books, againft his Opponents there, 
Y- F thick and threefold, (as the ſaying is.) He complained 
1- & notthenof lack, either of Time to Write, or outward 
)- F Ability to Print, but conceived and brought forth Book 
h | upon Book, as faſt, ina manner, as the Preſs could deli- 
e | vcr him. When he came firſt over bither, if any one 
n diſpleaſed him, his ordinary Threat was, PU put thee in 
r Print, And it was not long before he fell to Printing 
y here, and ran on for ſome time, as if he would havedri- 
y ren down all before him. But having undertaken -an 
h Evil Cauſe, he quickly found himſelf unable to maintain 
1 it, or defend himſelf; and that hath made him weary of 
- YF Printing, becauſe indeed he cannot anſwer what lies up- 
on him already in Print. And becauſe he is not wil- 
e | ling to ewn that, nor would be thought to be driver out 
te # of the Preſs, he now preteuds waxt of Time and Money to 
# Print with ; and in his A1vertiſement gave that as his 
Reaſon why he declined Printing, and appointed a Meet- 
ing to talk out his matter by word of Mouth. But that 
that was but a falſe pretence, is evident ; for it appears 
by his Narrative, that he intended, after he had got ſuch 
a Meeting, to fall to Printing again : For he tays, p« 24- 
_ If I wrong the Quotation, it will appear in Print, for we in- 
tend that the Quotations ſhall be Printed. This ſhews his deſign 
was not ſo much to ſhun Printing, as to ſhun Anſwering our 
former Books, by ſhifting the Controverſie into another 
Courſe. For as ſoon as that Meeting of his was over, 
he cor ſome body for him) could find Time and Money 
too, to publiſh a Narrative of what he pretends to have 
delivered then, with large Additions toit, a Book of 13:4 
price, and the biggeſt, 1 think that he hath Printed, _ 
| B 


(13) 
he'cam* laſt to England, and yet hath left our Books un- 
_ anſwered» Whereas, had he been able to have anſwer- 
ed at all ro rhe prrpoſe, ard to have cleared himſelf of 
what is therein charged vpon him, a {:ſs Book, and of leſs 
Pr;ce, than the Narrative he has now publiſhcd, miglit 
have Cone his buſineſs. But it is evident hedid not want 
Time, fo much as he wanted Truth on his ſide; And 


that he did not fo much want outward Ability to Print, | 


az inward Ability to Defend himſelf, ard the C2ufe he 
had undertak:n, And indeed, as to his preterce of 
want of outward Ability to Print, ſecing he fold his 
own Books, one might reaſonably think, he ſhould ra- 
ther be inabled than diſabled by that. Burif i: be true, 
ti.at he fays in his Narrative, p.50. That he hath weaken- 
ed kis Eſtate by Printing, it is the Effe&t of his ewn Folly 
and Wickedneſs, in Printing falſe and ſrivolews ratters : 
For he migiit probably have rather excrea#4d his Eſtare 
by Printing, ſelling his Books as he has done, bad he 


vritten matter worth the Reading. Burt if want of F 


Time ard Money, for Writing =nd Printing, had been 
the-re2] Cauſe of his not Antwering our Books, how 
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comes he to be' ſo flaſh cf Both now; that, ſince the | 


publiſhing his Narrative, he could find both Time to 
write, and Money to Print anorher pretty large Book 
apainſt vs, leaving my two former Books yet unanſwer- 
& ? Has he fprung a Mine at Twrners-Hall? Or have 
{9 ne 0f his Auditors made a Gathering for him, to put 
him in ſtock, to go on wi:h his Work of fighting again{t 
God and his People ? 

Tocur ObjeCtion, T hat he did not exhibitto us a Co- 
py « his Charge (or Indiftment) againſt us, ke ſays, Nar. 
P 1/4. 4nd for the Particulars I in-end to prove againſt them, 
they were expreſly mentioned in my Advertiſen;ent, Ccontain- 
ins four Foundamental Dottrives of Chriſtianity by them op= 
poſed; Tis is not true, as will appear by conſulting the 
Adyertiſement. In the firk hcad of 1t, relating ro W. 
, ein, 
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- Perm, Nar.p 9. heſ-ith, 7 charge him to be guilty of falſ* 
of Accuſation ad Deſamation, and offer to prove bim 10be ſo 
, As alſo I offer to prove him guilty out of his printed Books, 
ſo (but names no Book) of moſt Erroneens and Hurtful Prine 
if ciples, contrary to the Fundamental Dottrines of the Chriſtian 
: Faith and Relygion, &c. (hut names no particular Princj- 


q ple) and alſo that he is guilty of groſs contraditiion to hinſelf, 
n (Bur fays not wherein.) 
: In his ſecord Head, relating to me, He charges me to 
be pwl:y of falſe Accuſations, Perverſions ard Forgeries, con= 
, rained im ſurdry defamatory Books printed ag ainſt him. (Bug 
: ſhews not wherein.) As a/ſo of moſt Erroneous and Hurt= 
 W Fo! Principles. (But names no particular Principle. ) 
In his third Head, relating to G. Whitehead, he offers to + 
prove G. Whitehead, out of ſome of his printed Books (but 
| names no Book) guilty of moſt Erroncous ard Hurtful Prine 
ciples, &c. but names no particulzr Principle. This is 
all in general, both as to Books and Principles ; no one 
Principle, nor any one Book, particularly mentioned. 
Yet in his Narrative, he ſeys, The Particulars | intend to 
prove againſt them, were expreſly mention'd in my prin- 
td Paper called Az Advert:ſement, containing four Fun« 
damental D-&rines of Chriſtianity by them oppoſed. 
& Atter he haddated, ſigned, and thereby cloſed his Ad- 
veitifement, he added an account cf the Cauſe of his in- 
timating ſuch a Meeting. In that he ſays, 1 ppeal to aff 
; . mad:rote Perſons, wherber this my Intimation of ſuch a Meets 
* #7, in the Defence of the Fundament al Dotrines of Chriſtts 
anity, as the n:Cefjiry of Faith in Chriſt, as he outwardly ſuf- 
fered, &c, Juſlificatiun and Santthifica'1;n, by the Blcod of 
Chriſt ourwardly, ſped, The Reſurrelticn of the Body that 
dieth, and Chriſts coming without us, &Kc. All which 1 offer 
to prove bave been Oppoſed and Contradifted by 50mg of 
tbem; be not juſtifiable, &c, It this be the paſſage he re- 
fers to, wherein he ſays the Particulars he intended to 
prove againlt them, were expreſly menticned, yer es 
B 2 
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is nothing but Uncertainty ſtill: For here he only of- Waf 
ers to prove that thoſe Fundamental DoCtrines have Wro 
been Oppoſed and Contradicted by Sume of them, n@: 
by them A!. He had ſummoned and charged Four Per 
ſons by N=me, and a whole Mecting beſides. He offers to 
prove that certain Fundamental Dottrines had been op- 
poſed by Some of them, but names got by which of them. 
How ſhould they, or any of them, know by this, which 
of them he int=nded to fix it on ? How ſhould they ſeve- 
rally be prepared to make Defence, when they did not 
know which of them in particular ſhould be charged, 
what in particular ſhould be charged oneach, and out of 
what particular Books the Charge would be drawn ? 
No conſiderate Perſon, I ſuppoſe, could think, that Men 
in their righ: Wits, woui;d appear on ſuch a Summons, or 
diſcourſe on ſuch uneven Terms. If the Trump:t give an 
urecertain ſound, who ſhall prepare himſelf to the Battel? If 
a Diſpute had been intended, no Man, that under- 
ſtands the Rules of Diſputation, would have engaged 
on ſuch «negqzal, unfair, uncertain, blind terms, Even | 
in Ducting, he that gives the Coalterge, doth withal give {| 
notice what Weapon he intends to ule, and of what length ; 
The Reaſon of which is obvious. 

He ſays, Pref.p.8. They think ſuch 4 Mectirg «t Turn- 
ers-H-lI, #4 but in a Corner, ard nor in the face of the Na- 
ton (and ſol ſuppoſe will every one chink, in compari- 
fon with the Preſs.) Bur (adds he) they ae like to find it 
bah been ſo much in the face of the Nation, that many in 
the Nation will notice it. Like enough, bit mor wikout | 
Printing, For the Advertiſement that gave the firſt puy>- Þ® 
lick Notice of ir, and was to bzget the Expectation of 
it, and to draw People to ir, was Printed: (as when a 
New Play is to be acted, printed Papers to give Notice 
f if, are ſpread abroad ſome time before.) And now 
ſince it is over, the Narrative of it is Printed, without 
which little Notice would have been taken of it. - $9 __ 
T, | after 
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after all, be « fain to come to Printing agairi, where V6 
told him before-hand he muſt come, and where we knEV 
» ſn>uld have a time to meet with him, and talk wit" 
bim with leſs d.mmger of Diſturbance, in a more ſedate all 

quiet manner, and before more corp rent Jad ges, tan ee 
ſh:u'ing Mobb at Turners- Hal, ( For twiceqn one page» 
viz. P.45. he ſays the A «ditory ſhouted, and no wonder, 
h W& confidering whac an Auditory it was, and how he acted 
- W the Terrefilins or Prevaricator (not to ſay Merry- Audrow) 


t i to ſtir them »p thereto, What a fort of Audirory he 
» W had got, how fir for his purpoſe, and how diſpoſed to his 
f WF ſervice ſome of them were, may be gathered from the 
' I Account himſelf has given of th:m and their Behaviour, 
| in kis Narrative. For at the very opening of the Meet- 
ing, when the Paper giving {me Reaſons for our not 
being there, was read, and G, K+ h had ſaid, 1 offer to 
anſwer to every one of th: Reaſons, if you deſire it;, his ea« 
fiz Aucitory iminediately replied, No, i# ne: dle/s, Nar. 
p.13. Whena Friend cf ours propoſed a moſt juſt ard 
reaſonable thing, viz. Thar the Scriptures urged againſt us 
by G. Keith, ſhould bz read, and introduced his Propoſ:l 
in ſuch ſofc and modeſt terms, as,] beg 4 Favonr, G.Keith 
had an Auditory (oc rather perhaps ſome ready prepa- 
red and diſpoſed in his Auditory) which he makes to a1- 
ſwer,There « n9 need,go 0n,Nar.p.27, When G. Keithhad 
told a ſtrange and improba\le Rory againſt three Perſons 
whom he calle] Q1akers, canccrning words which he 
ſaid they ſpake in the year 1678, (about 18 years apo) 
on purpoſe to defame both them and us, and did not nims 
them, and thereupon a Friend ot ours preſt Exrneſt1; on 
him to name them, he had an Arditor ready to help tim 
off, by ſaying, He has d»:e erough, Nzr.p. 39. Nay, wen 
G. Keith had read a paſſage out of a Book of G. Wh te 
head*s, and a Friend of ours. deſiring to know when th13t 
Book wa3 writ, did thus modeſtly ſay, If 7 might, / de- 
ſire to-have liberty to ſpeak ;, When w.u the date of the Bio? ? * 
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He was immediately thus taken up by the Auditors, If 
you will undertake their Cauſe, you may ſpeak, otherwiſe not. 
Nar.p.15. Yctin p.45- be had an Audicor at hand, who 
ſeeing him at a loſs, ſays, G. Keith, I fee you are almoſt 
ſpent, 1 will anſwer for yeu. From theſe few inſtances 
the indifferent Reader may ſee, how far from being in- 
different that Auditory was. And from the whole, I | 
doubt not but it will appear, That G. Keith had no Reaſon 
to appoint tinat Meeting, and ſummon us to appear at 
it; Taat we had good Reaſon not to come there, and that 
he was very unfair and unjuſt to traduce and defame us } 
there, behind our Backs; when he krew we did not ſhun | 
him in the moſt open way of Trial, but provykea him to 
it. Itis very idle therefore in him to infinuate (as in his | 
Pref, p.7-) that W. Penn has ſhown great Cowardice ;, and | 
ku Party charged, by not ajpear ing at all ;- Since asit is no 
ſign of want of Courage, ina Man that uſes the outward 
Sword, £2 refuſe Scaffi;ng with his Antagoniſt in « Cham- 
ber, while he boldly offers to meer him in the open Field : 
So it cannever be judged, by conſiderate Mcn, a token 
of Cowardice or Diffidence in us, to refuſe to meet a 5 
Brawling Adverlary in a By- F lace, (eſpecially upon unfair 3 
terms) while we moſt readily offer to meet and engage 
him in the moſ# oper, free, and clear way of deciding Re- 
ligious Controverſies, the Preſs, where he firſt began, as 
himſelf ſays, Nar.p.38. What (ſays he) 5s the laſt Remedy 
og tinſt Oppreſſion *? Why Printing : Therefore I began, Ard 
ſeeirg G, Keich himſelf firſt opened che Preſs to this Con- 
troverſie, by falling upon us in Print, we needed not 
have'given any other Anſwer to him, than he formerly 
gave-to his and our Opponent, Rob. Gordon, in the like 
caſe, viz. * Sceiny thou cameſt forth in Print againſt us, 

5 (though unver a Cover) what grout d hadſt thou toex- 

© pet another way of Anſwering, than by Priat? © S:e 
his Poſtſcript to a Book called, The Nature of Chriſti- 
aniry, in the true Libr, Aſertcd, p.60., This was ny An» - 
; wer 
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ſwer to Cordos, and this might have b2en ſufficient from 
us to him. But becauſe we were wi'ing to inform and 
ſatisfie others, we publiſh:d the fore-going Reaſors, 
which | doubt not have given, and will give ſatisfattion 
to all diCintereſſed and impartial Perſons. 

Now as to the Errors or falle Docrines, which he hath 
charged apon any of us,and which he pretended to prove 
azainſt ps, at his irregular Meeting at Turners. Hall, they 
being moltly ſuch as not only he himſelf hath former- 
ly he1d, maintained and defended, (while he was amongſt 
us) bur hath ſince his departing from us charged before 
in Print upon ſome of us, and his Charge hath been al- 
ready Aniwered and Refated in Print, particularly in a 
Book of mine publiſhed the laſt year, called 7Trath De- 
fend:d, which he hath never yet Replied to, (though he 
once made ax if he would : ) Alchough we might, with 
reaſon excuſe our ſelves, from giving any new Anſwer, 
until our former Anſwers, aiready giveft had bcen ener- 
vated (at leaft replied to) by him, and only refer there- 
unto; yet for the ſake of others, whom he endeavours, 
by falſe Accuſations, to prejzd.ce ard harden again the 
holy Truth and Principles which we hold and profeſs : ' 
(Partly alſo, becauſe he hath added, in his Narrative, 
ſome f:w paſſages to his former Charge, to make ir-leem 
not wholly the ſame) | am content to follow him through 
his Narrative alſo (which comprehends another Book of 
his, called Groſs Errors and Hypocriſie Dereftid ) and hope 
to mavit-ſt both that we are ſound inthe Faith in thoſe 
vcry Particulars whereia he charges us to be «unſound ; 
and that he is anjuf, envious and wicked, in his falſely 
accuſing us. Yet do I not intend hereby to acquit or 
diſcharge him from anſwering in Print, what Books al- 
ready written lie at his door unanſwered; but rather 


- to engage him the more to aniwer both the former and 


this alſo. | 
B 4 The F 
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The DoCtrines he ſets down, (Nar.p. 14.) as denied by 
vs, or ſome of us, are theſe four, 
I. Faith in Chriſt, as be outwardly ſuffered at Feruſaltm 
t0 our Salvation, 
2. Juſtification and Sanitification by the Blood of Chriſt 
outwardly ſhed. 
'3. The Reſurrettion of the Body that dieth. 
4. Chriſts coming without us, in bis glorified Body, te 
Judge the Quich and the Dead. 


The firſt Head of G. Xeitb's Charge, (viz. That we de- 
ny Faith in Chriſt, as he outwardly ſuffered «t Jeruſalem 
10 our Salvation ) Conſidered. 


he denial of this he charges dire#ly on G. Whitehead; | 


on W. Penn but by conſcquence, for approving G. White- 
head's Books. 

After he hadmade his Enumeration of Doftrines, he 
ſays, Now, if you pleaſe, I ſhall proceed to my Proofs, Moſt 
of my Buſineſs is, ro Read my Proofs out of . their Books, 
Who from theſe words would have expeRted any other, 
than that he would have read ſome Sentence out of ſome 
Book of 6G. Whitehead's, wherein he had denied Faith in 
Chriſt, as he outwardly (uffered at Jeruſalem; becauſe he 
ſaid, Moſt of my buſineſs is,to read myProofs out of their Books? 
But inſtead of that, he attempts to prove-it Logical : 
Thus he begins : That this is oppoſed by them, 1 prove thus, 
fays he, TheObjeft of Faith is opprſed by them, and therefore 


the Fatth it ſelf muſt necas be oppoſed : I hope, lays be, the | 


Conſequence is clear enough, it needs no Proof. Let us ſee 
then how he proves his Premiſe : The Objet of Chyiſtian 
Faith, ſays he, is Ch+i/t, both God and Man, and yit but 
one Chriſt, Here he hath ſhifted the Terms of his Pro- 


poſition already. Firſt he ſpake of Faith in Chriſt, as by 


outwardly [uffered at Feruſa'em. By the words [outward- 
ly fuſfered at Jernſa/cm?] | take him to mean (as is thereby 
gene- 


_ as a wes wo 


dy 
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generally underſtood) his ſuſering Death upon the Croſs. 
Now he ſays, The Obje& of Chrijtian F aith is Chriſt, both 
God and Man. But did he outward!y ſuffer at Jernſalem 
a4 God ? Was the Godhead crucified and put to Death? He 
will not ſay it ſure.” If then the ObjeQt of Chriſtian _ 
Faith be Chriſt, both Gcd axd Man, why did he before 

placeit only in Chriſt, «4 ke ourwardly ſuffered for us at 
Feruſalem ? 1 only touch this rranſently; and that not ts 
deliver my own ſenſe, but to ſhew how he blundered at 
the very entrance of his Work, and that he is not an ex«# 
and clean Diſputant. However, he goes on thus, / offer 
fo prove that G, Whitehead has denied Chriſt bath to be 
God and Man. (To the ſame purpoſe he ſpoke in his 
Groſs Error, p.14.) How! Deny'd him both 10 be God 
and Man! What does he own him to be then, if ndber 
God ner Man ? There have b:en ſome, who havedenied 


Chriſt to be God, :cknowl:cging him to be Han; there 


have been others, who have denied iſt to be Man, 
acknowledging him to be God. (Both Cldemnable, ) But 
who ever heard of any before, that denied Chriſt beth 0, 
be God and Man? Yet this be charges on'G: Whitebead, 
And firſt offers to prove that G. Whirchcad, in a Book of 
his, called The Ligbr and Life of Chrift within, has denicd 
Chriſt to be@od. It were ſtrange, one would think, that 
G.WWVhitehead ſhould deny Chriſt to be God, and yet, about 
the ſame time too, writea Book of abore 20 ſheets, to 
aſſert and prove the Divinity of Chriſt, calling his Beok, 
The Divinity of Chtilt, and U»icy of c++ Three that bear 
R. cord in Heaven, with the bleſſed Fpd and Effet of Chriſt 
A,prarance,coming in the Fleſh *uffering and Sacrifice for Swn- 
ners,Confeſſed and Vindicatcd by bis Followers,called Quakers. 
Which Book G. Keith cannot pretend 1gnorance of, for 
he picks ſomewhat out of it, (though, as his manner is, 
perverſly ) in this very Narrative of his. The proof he 
now offers againſt G. Whitci ead, is out of a Book of his 
called The Light and Life of Chrift within, p.47- in Anſwer 

: to 
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to YY, Burnet, a Baptiſt Preacher , who writing of 
Chriſt, ſaid, As he was God, he was Co-Creator with the 


Father, and ſo #«« before Abraham, and bad glory with God  H 
before th: waild was, and in this ſence came down from Hea- ils tt 
ver, To which G. Whitehead replied , What Nonſenſe WM F 
and Unſcripture-like Language is this, to tell of God being Mi C 
Co-Creato? nith ihe Father ? Or that God had glory with i | 
God? Does not this imply two Gods, and that God had a Fa-  C 
ther? Let the Reader judge. In theſe words G. Whitebead c 
blamed not the marrer expreſſed, but the manner of ex- 
preſling it: Bedid not deny Chriſt io be God, nor that | 


83 'Go he was Creator, and before Abraham, &c. But he 8 
excepted againſt the word Co-Crearor, as unſcripture- | 
like Language, and implying two Gods. - For fince [ Co} 
contrated from the Prepoſitive Particle [Co» ] ſignifies * 
(Cum, or Sima! ) with, or together with, he that ſays God 
(or Chriſt, as G94) was Co-Creator, muſt intend he was 
Creator wh himſelf, or Creator with anorber. To ſay 
God was Crcat@fwch, or together with, himſelf, is that *? 
which G. Wr-itekead calPd Nonſerſe. To ſay God was * 
. Creator nith, or together with, Another, is to-imply 
two Gods, two Creators, which is that G. Whitehead called 
Unſcripture lite Language. For as God is a pure, ſim- 
ple, «ndiviaed Eſſence or Being, fo the Language of Scri- 
Pture concerning God, is, that God is One, Gal. 3.20.Mark 
12,29,32. And altbouzh, in ſome reſpe& this One is ſaid 
to be Three, 1 John5.7. yet in this reſpe&t of Eſſence, 
Being, and Godhead, thoſe Three are there ſaid to be 
One : Not only (as of the Three that bear witneſs in 
Earth, v:r/.8.) ro agvec in One, but to be One. And Chriſt 
himſelf (with refpect to his Godhead) ſays, / and my 
Father are One, John 10 30 

G. Keith adds znother Paſſage of G. Whitebeaa?'s, or 
rather the ſame Paſſage in another place of the ſame 
Book, whezein he ſays, p. 15 G. /Yhitchead denies the 
Divinity of Chriſt, and that be deceives the Nation _ 4 
arila- 
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Parliament, by teZing them, Tory own Chriſt to be both God 
and Man, and believe all that is R:coraed of bim in the 
Holy Scripture. In this G. YYViuehead hath nor decefved ele 
ther the Parliament, or the-Nation, or any one in it, 


For certain it is, that the People czlled Quakers do own 
Ch1iſt to be bot» God and Man.and do believe all that is 
Recorded of him in the Holy Scriptures. But G. Kedth 
did endeavour then to ceceive his Hearers, and fince t& 
deceive his Readers, by ſuggeliting ro them that G, 
VP hitchead, or any of the Quakers, did ever deny the 
Divinity of Chriſt, or not own Chrift to be both God 
and Man. 

The other Paſſage which G. Kei:h now brings, Nar. 
p.15. taken out of p, 24. of G, Whitehead's | a Dew ng 
tioned Book called, The Light and Life of Chriſt within, 
whereupon the Bap:i/t*s calling God the Word, Co-Crea- 
tor with the Father, G. Whiteheid anſwerd, To rell of 
the Word God , Co-Creater with the Father, is all one as 
ro tell of God being Co-Creator with God, if the Father be 
God; and this is to make two Geds, two Creators, &C. 
For God, Co-Creator with the Father, plainly implies two. 
This, as I noted, is one and the ſame Paſſagein Senſe, 
and almoſt in Words, with the former, and the ſame 
Anſwer ſerves to his Cayil againſt both, It is plain, 
to any conſiderate and anbyaſſed Reader, that G. White- 
bead did not by theſe Words deny the Dsviniry of Chriſt, 
or diſown Chriſt to be God; but rather that he did own 
Chriſt to be G d, and both the Father and He to be one 
God, an1 ove Creator, not two; And therefore blamed 
the Bapti/t for uſing ſuch Expreſſions [| God Co-Creater 
with the Father, ] as imniycd two Gods, two Creators. 
Bit that G. Whitehead did then ( as well as now) own 
Chriſt to be God, is plain from ſeveral paſſages in that 
very Book (thougi: that Book not treating fo direQly 
of that Subject, hath not to many Inſtances in it, avare 
1 other Books of his. ) In that very Page (47.) out of 

which 
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which he takes his firſt Quotation againſt G. White- 
head upon Fobn 17. 5. And row, O Father, plorifie me 
with thine onn ſelf, nith the Glory which I bad with thee 
before the World mas, G. Whitehead ſays, * Was not 
© he the rrue Chriſt, the Son of God, that ſo prayed un- 
©*td the Father ? And in the ſame Page ( juſt after the 
Words G. Keith carps at ) upon the Bapri/*s ſaying, 
Which Word was God, yet he was not a Saviour as 
he was the Word or Creator of the World, &c. G. 
Whitehead replies, © How then doth He ſay, Iam God, 
© a Savior, &c. And in Page 48. upon the BaptiſP®s ſay- 
ing, He was not a Saviour, as the Roor and Creator of 
Man, but as he was to be the Offspring of Man, mc. G. 
Whitebead Anſwer'd, © Do but mark the Confuſion and 
* Darkneſs of this Man, who hath denyed that God, the » 
© Word or Creatcy of Man, is a Saviour; and Chriſt, as - 
© he was the Root and Crea:cr of Man, and as He was the 
© Eternal Stn of EF od, from the Days of Ererrity, 
© he hath denied t» be a Saviour, but as he was the Of- 
6 ſpring of Man. Do bur Eye the tendency of this Do- 
© &trine; tins to deny the Son of God to. be a Saviour ;, — 
© whereas it 15 through the Son of God, that Eternal Life 
© js r:ceived, Jobn 3.16. And God's Love was wani- © 
© feſt, in ſending his enly begotten Son into the World ; — 
© $5 here the Efficacy of the Son of God, and the Erernal 
© Word, is proved againſt ths Bap!ifs falſe and unſcrip- 
tire like Diſtintion. It was in the Year 1668. that 
this Book was Printed. In the Year 1669. G. White- 
bead writ another Book ( which I mentioned before ) 
called, The Div;mty of Cariſt, and Unity of the Three that 
bear Record in Haven; with the bleſſed End ard Effetts 
of Chriſt's Appearance, coming in the Fleſh, Suffering and 
Sacrifice for Sinner s, Confefſ. d and Vindicated by his. Fol- 
lowers, called Qu-kers, Ia that Book, between the Epi- 
ſtle and the firſt Chapter,giving a brief Account of what % 
we own, touch ng the Djvinity and Godbead of C by, 
e 
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he ſays, © That there are Three that bear Record in 
© Heaven, the Father, the Word ard the Syirit, and 
© that theſe Three are one both in Divinity, Divine Sub- 
© tance and Efſ.nce ; not three Gods, nor ſeparate Be- 
© ings, That they are called by ſeveral Names in Scrips 
© ture, — yet they are Eternally One in Nature and Being 
© One Infinite Wiſdom, one Power, one Love, one 
© Light and Life, &c, Then adds, We never denied the 
« Divinity of Chriſt, as moſt injurioafly we have been ac» 
© cuſed by ſome prejudiced Spirits, who prejudicially 
© jatheir perverſe Conteſts have ſought occaſion againſt 
©us; as Chiefly becauſe ( when ſome of us were in Dif- 
© pure with ſome Presbyterians) we could not own their 
«© unſcriptural Diltintion and Terms. — The Father”s 
© begetting the Son, and the Spirit's being ſent, we wit- 
© neſs to, and oWn.—Yea, the Son of God is the bright- 
* neſs of his Glory, and the expreſs Image of his Sub- 
© ſtance, —-5So the Manifeſtation of the Father, of the 
© Sox, and Holy Spirit, we confeſs ro, &c. And 
© that Jeſus Chriſt being i» the Form of God, thought it 
<no robbery to beequal with God, and yet as 4 Son, Was 
© ſent of the Father, &c. — So that the Duzry or Divi- 
* wity of Chriſt, in his Ecernal, Infinite, Glorious State, 
© wereally conf. fs and own. In the Book it ſelf, p. 18. 
© He ſays, He ( Chrift ) was equal with Ged in Glory, 
© before the World was. Again, p. 19. It was never 
© any Deſign, or Piot of ours, toendeavour to preju- 
© dice the Minds cfany agaialt the Dexy of Carilt, and 
©the Holy-Ghoſt, as fallly and blaſpiemoully we arte 


©* accuſed by this our prejudiced Oppoler. Again, p. 22. 


© We ncver diſowned the Deity of Chriſt, or Holy Ghoſt, 
© as faifly and injurioully is infinuated againft us. Again, 
©*p. 26, Charging us with deſigning to blaſt and over- 
© throw the Deity of Chriſt, and the Holy Ghoſt ; up- 
© on which, Blaſphemers, and Blaſphemy, aad damna- 
* ble Speeches, are hideouſly caſt upon us, but moſt ans 


* ;aftly 
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© ;uftly and falſly. For no ſuch defign ever had we, as 
Feither to blaſt or overthrow the Derry of Chriſt, or 
© Holy Spirit, we having openly profeſſcd and declared 
*the contrary, both in Words.and Writings. Again 
p P. 32. That the Divine Eſſence, or Gedbead, can be 
© but one, and this 5 each of the Three, we never de- 
© nied, Again, p. 38. I have heard of ſome, beyond 
þ * the Sea, who were accuſed with denying the Divini- 
©ry of Chriſt ; but I know of none here, that either de- 
* ny the Divinity of Chriſt, or him to be of one Subſta-:ce 
* with the Father. Again, p. 41. Chriſt beivg the 
© Brightneſs of the Glory of God, and the expreſs Image 
© of his Divine Subſtance, as alſo trulp called tbe Son 
© of his Love, &c. Second Part of the ſame Book, p. 3. 
© We never demed the Deity or Divinity of either Father, 
* Word, or Holy Ghoſt. Again, p. 39. His Opponent 
T. Danſon, having charged the Quakers with dexying 
Chriſt to be God, G. Whitehead Anſwers, * This is an 
© apparent ſlander caſt upon us, as our Books and Wri- 
© tings do ſhew, that we never denied Chriſt ro be God, or 
© his Divinity, &c. Again, Þ. 54+ As to Socinianiſm, 
© as he calls it, we are neither dilcipled in ir, nor bap: 
© tized into Sccinus his Name, neither do we own him 
© for our Author or Pattern in thoſe things which we 
©Believeand teſtifie; nor yet do we own ſeveral Prin- 
© ciples, which F. O. relates, as from S-cin:s, and prin- 
© cipally that of Chriſt*s being ( God, hut) nor the 
© moſt High Ged. It was never our Pr:nciple ; for tho? 
* we do confeſs ts his Condeſcenſion, Humility and Suf- 
* fering in the Days of his Fleſh, wherein he appeared 
© in the form of a Servant, being made in Faſhion as a 
* Man : Yet bis being in the Form of God, and being glo- 
© rified with the ſame Glory he had with the Father: be- 
* fore the Wor'd began, and his b-ing God over all, tlefſe d 
© for ever; Theſe things we profeſſed and believed in the be- 
* ginning, and do the ſame ftill, it never being in our Hearts, 

mn 


SV or aw "x On 


( 31) | 
© in the leaſt, te oppoſe or deſert them. Again, p. 5Þ. Ay 
©to a great part of his (F. O's.) Book, wherein he 
© pas about to prove the Divinity or Deity of Chriſt, 
© &g. We are wnconcerned therein, having never denied 
© Chriſt's Divinity. Here one would think, were- In- 
ſtances enough, of G. Whitebeaa?s (and ours) own- 
ing and confeſling Chriſt to be-God, to make G. Keith 
bluſh forcharging him with denying it. But becauſe I 
know G. Keich hath too far, and too long, abandoned 
Modeſty and Vertue, to be ealily drawn to blaſh, I will 
add ſome more, out of another Book, written by G. 
Whirchead, and Privted the ſame Year 1669. Called, 
Chriſt aſcended above the Clouds, &c. in Anſwer to one 
Fohn Newman, a Baptiji , who having it ſcems, aſſerted: 
that, The Werd was in the beginning, but Chriſt was in 
time, not tall be had taken Nature upon him, and became 
in the likeneſs of finful Man, being born of the Swrgin Ma- 
ry, &c. G. Whitehead Anſwer'd, Þ. 12. © This Aﬀer- 


* tron ofpoſeth the Deity and Divinity of Feſus Chriſt, and | 


© contradidts the faithful Teſtimonies of the Holy Men 
© of God in the Scriptures of Truth. Again, p. 14- 
* Though Jeſus fignifi:s a Szviour, and Chriſt Anointed; 
*yert t9 co: fine thoſe Names enly ts the Manhood, Itill a» 


| ©grees with the erroneous Doctrine before, that Chriſt 


* Was not the Word from the beginoing; whereas he 
© took upon him the Manhood in Time ; ia which, tho? 
* we own him as the anointed of Go4 ; yer he was alſo 
* Gods anointed, as he was his o::1y begotten and De- 
* ligkt ( acd ſo whe Son from his Etcrnal Beirg or Sub- 
© ſftarce) before the Mountains and Hills were ſertl:d. 
*And in Þ. 15. he expreſly c-lls that Opintoa Hereti- 
* cal, that denies the Divinity of Chriſt. Again, ÞP. 16, 
* To ſay Chriſt cannot dwell in Man, Coth not cnly 
* oppole his Spirituality, Þeitn and Omaipotency, 
* bar, &c,—And if He be zerfett God, he can dwell in 
* ts People, as he bath promiſcd. Again, p. —_ - 
* ſel 


| 
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* ſtill ſtriQtly limits, or tyes up the Name Jeſus Chriſt 
©to a Body of Fleſh and Blood, and ſo covertly denies 


© his Being, before he took on him that viſible Body of 


© Fleſh, Blood andBones,and ſooppoſeth his Tivinitn 
* as before. Again, p. 68. What a groſs Error is it to 
© 2ffirm, that Chriſt was not from the beginning ( or 
© that he was not the Word in the beginning ) and 
© what a denyal of bis Divinity, like the old Hereticks ? 
* Apain, ib. Much more might be ſaid oz the behalf of 
© the Divinity of the Son of God, or Chriſt, who was the 
© Word in the beginning, and with the Father in his 
© Glory before the World began. In another Book al- 
ſo of G. Whitchead*s, called, The Nature of Chriſtia- 
nity, &c. Printed in the Year 1671. (to which G, Keith 
himſelf writ a Poſtſcript) in the Epiſtle, p. 3. G. 
Whitehead ſpeaking concerning the true Saviour, or the 
Man Chriſt Jeſus, ſays, * Whom we have frequently 
© Confeſt, both as to his Divinity, and as to bis taking up- 
© on him the Body, prepared for him to do the Will of 
©God in, according to the Scriptures of Truth ; yea, 
© both his outward and inward Appearance, his ſuffer- 
© ing Nature and glorified State, and his Divinity; in 
© both we have always truly Believed and Confeſſed, 
* even his Dignity, Spiritual ourgoing from of old, 
*from Everlaſting, as alſo his outward Birth, &c. 
And in the Book, p. 36. 6. Whitehead replies upon 
kis Opponent, © What is this, but r deny the Divinity 
* of Chrift, &c? Again, p. 49. That the Holy Pro- 
* phets, Apoſtles and Miniſters both pointed and teſti- 


© fied unto Jeſus Chriſt, both as Man born of the Vir-. 


*gin (or to his coming in the Fl:\h ) and unto his Di- 
© vinity; and Manifeſtation in Spirit, this is owned. 


Again, Þ« 41. *I perceive he is ignorant. of Chriſt, | 


* both «s the Son of Ged, and as the Son of Man ; For 
* according to the Spirit, he was the Son of God, &c. 
Again, p. 52. ſays he to his Opponent R. Gordon, 
© Thou 
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© were from Everlaſting, haſt thereby granted to what 
© | fajd, that the Son of God 2Ad his Light are not under 
© 2 Limitation as tv Time and Place, eſpecially if thou 
© wilt own his Divinity, or that he ever was tht Son 
© of God before he took a Body in the Womb of the 
©Virgin z but if thou doſt not own that the Son of 
© God was before then, than thou deſt not own his Djvi- 
© »j:y, nor him no more than a Finite Creature. 
| chooſe to confront G. Keith out of thele Books, ra- 
ther than others, becauſe theſe are ſome of the Books be 
hath cited; and out of which he hath pretended to make 
good his Cuarges againſt us,and therefore he may not be 
ſuppoſed to have been ignorant,rthat theſe Paſſages were 
iq them. But how horribly unjuſt and wicked he muſt be 
in charging G. Whirzchead with denying the Divinity of 
Chriſt, or that Chriſt is God, who bath fo fully and fre» 
quently aſſerted and maintained his Divinity againſt 0- 
thers, and that at the ſame time wherein he is charged 
to have denied it, 1 leave to the Reader's Judgment. 
The next part of his Charge agaiaſt G. Whuehead is, 
That be has denied Chriſt to be Man, Nar, p. 16. For 
proof of which he cites that Book of G. Whitehead”s 
which 1 lately mentioned, called, The Diviniy of Chriſt, 
&c, p. 18. ( bat the Reader muſt take Notice, It is 
in the Second: Part of that Book, for the Book is by its 
Pagcs, dividgd into two parts.) The Words 6G, Keith 
cites firit, are theſe, If the Body and Soul of the Son of 
God were both Created, deth not this render bim 4 Fourth 
Perſon, &c. There G\ Keith breaks off with an &c. 
Bur it follows in &. Whitehead*s Book thus; For Crean 
110n was in Time, *which contradifts their Doftrine of three 
Diſtinft, Increated, Co-Eternal, Co-Eſſential Perſons in 
the Deity, _ſectrig that which was Created was not ſo. This 
ſhews the occalion of thoſe Words, and that they we”. 
ad hominem, to ſhew his Opponent (7. Danſen ) ths 
| | abſuxe 
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* Thon having confeſt, that his ( Chriſt*s) ont-goings 


» 


CY 


abſurdity of his Aſertions. about the Perſonalrtics of rhe 
Deity. But this Paſſage, though G. Keith»mentioned it,  : 
to make the greater goiſe and flouriſh, he leans nor Y "« 
en: For without Commenting on it, he iays, But the } « 
firefs 1 lay is in the Words following, which he gives thus. | 1 

l 

I 


But herein, whether doth not bis and their: ignorance of thts, 
only begotten of the Father plainly appear. (There he 
- leaves out theſe Words [ Ard their denyal of Chriſts Di- 
virity | which he knew Would make againſt him, and þ *« 
then goes on thus) Where deth the Scripture ſay, That bis | 1 
Soul was Created ! For was not he the brightneſs of the Fa. || 1 
thers Glory, and the expreſs Image of his Divine Subſtance? || © 
But ſuppoſing the Soul of Chriſt was ( with the Body ) crea-\,} 1 
red in Time, &c. There G. Xeith breaks off again. þ-.< 
with an &c. But in G, Whiteheads Book it follows |} 1 
thus; I ak, if from Eternity he was a Perſon diſtin from "| *t 
Ged and his Holy Spirit, without either Soul or Body? And, 1 
where doth the Scripture ſpeak of any Per ſon without either * 
Soul or Body ? Let's have | Scripture, This further | 7 
ſhews, that this whole Paſſage related to Dan/ſor's ſtrange *'Þ i 
Notions of the Perſonalities of the Deity, to ſhew his | t 
Confuſion therein, and alſo to bring him back to the | | 
Scripture, which he, with thereſft, ( for there were ſe- 
veral other Prieſts concerned alſo at that time in the 
Controverlſic ) had ſet up for the only Rilc in Religion, 
but would not keep to. Therefore did G, Whitehead 
put it upon them, Where doth the Scripture ſay ? Lers:: 
kave plain Scriptxre : But G. Keith perVerts the «whole 
Paſſage, and abuſes G. Whirchead, for he tells his Au- ; 
ditors, Here ye. ſee, He mill nov own that Chriſt had a F 
Created Soul. Th. Danſon, beirg 4 Presbyterian Mini- ' 
fer, ( ſays he) did plead, That Chr þ as Man had. a þ* 
Created Soxl, Nay hold there, Tho. Danſon ſpake of the Þ ,* 
Son of God. And to thoſe Terms, G. Y/buchead, an- 
ſwered, To this, 1 ſay, if the Body and Soul of. rbe Sov F 
_ of God were Eoth Created, doth not this render bim F 
af 


- 
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2 fourth Perſon? For Creation was in time, which 
contradids their D-&rine of three DiſtinQ, Increated, 
'Co-Erernal, Co-Eſſential Perſons in the Deity, ſeeing 
| that which was Created was not ſo. Plain it is from 
» |.-heacg, that in this whole Anſwer, G. YVhichead did 
| not ſo much expreſs his own Senſe, as expoſe Darſor's, 
and the other Prieſts, their Confuſion, and'Contradiai- 
| Ton to themſelves and one another. Therefore he asks 
; | Danſon, If from Eternity, He ( the Son of God) was 4 
X Perſon diftsnit from God and his Hily Spirit, without cither 
* | Soul or Body? And where ſays he, doth the Scrijture 
ſpeak of any Perſon without cither Soul or Bay? And be- 
1 $-.cauſe you Prieſts contend ſo- hotly, that the Scripture 
; | is the only Rule of Faith and Lite ( for that was part of 
; | *that Controverſie, p. 45> &c.) Let's have plainScrip- 
[. | tore? Where doth the Scripture ſay, that rbe Son of 
-*&. Gd, the only begotten of the Father, one of the Thr ee 
-| Diſtin&, Increaied, Co-Eternal, Co- Ellential Perſcns 
> | in the Deity ( as ye call him) that his Sou! was Crea- 
, | ted? Thus G. ÞYhitchead hanered his Adverſaries, 
by putting the Queſtions, which ſhew'd the al ſardsy. 
and inconſijzency of their Notions and Aſertions ; a way 
- of dealing with G. Keith hath ſometimes uſed towards 
an unfair Adverſary bimfclf. And though he ſays, ſuch 
4 way of queſtioning plainly in-pris a Dermal, now that he 
writes azainkt Truth, and the Fricnds of it ; yet when 
prmerly he wfot in Truth's Defence ( a Book under 
- TFhat Title, Printcd-in 1682. in Antwer to his Coug- 
Mtreyman John Alexa: der of Leit) he told him, p. 5g. 
T'* 7. Alexander ought to know, that to gzery a thing, 
© will not cenclude that the Queſtioniſt doth poſerively 
AF +: firm br deny what is Queried. Eut it is common to 
{him to forget himſelf, as oft as he has a Mind not to ve- 
member. However, I think thoſe Words ( where doth 
the Scripture ſay that his Soul was Creaied ? ) which 
» Keith would have _ netict of, and which he ſays 
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he laies the freſs in, wiil not b:ar the frefs he lays, 1 
right notice (with reiget to 'the occalion, drift ar 
manner of Speech”) be taken of them. Ut Lliat G 


« 


LV"titcbead bath fully ard frequently owned the Hol v of 


Marhood of Chriſt, wich reſpe&t both to Soul and Boay 
{hay be ſhzwed, by more [nitances than one. At pre 
ſent let me.ſhew G, Kei:h what he hath written con® 


7 


7 


cerning the Soul of Chriſt, in his YYVay caſt up, P- 104.9 
« And therefore, ſays he, let all the Scriptures be ri of 


* ed, and it (hall not be found that Chriſt tecame Man 


* and took to himlelf the Soul of Man, at his Concepii- P- 
* onin the Wombof the Viigin Mary; but only that he Þ 
* took Fleſh, and was the S2n of Hayy, of David, and of. F" 


© Azrabam. And in p. 103. © Yet before this, even from: 


© the beginni*g, he was the Heavenly Man, and had bit K 
* Sl and heavenly Fleſhand Blood, &c. Here G.gKcith > 
is poſitive, that Chriſt the heavenly Man, had b# Srul 


frem the beginting, before he did partake of our Fleſf 


and Blood by his outward Birth. And he is es poſitive F. 1 
that Chriſt aid nt rake to hiznſc!lf the Soul of Man, ny F 
that he dil not beceme AZar, at his Conception in they 


Womb of the Virgin 4/ary. How will he ſcape now 
fron falliag ivto Appolirarins his Error, or contradict- 
ing himſelf to eftape it. 

G, Keit5 brings another Paſſage out of another Book 


of G. K/huchead's, in order to prove that G, YYuirery. 


hbcad has denied Chriſt to be Man. He brings it in thug 
Next I prove (ſays he, p. 16.) that G. Whitehead fay'g 
Fe ( ſpeaking of Chriſt) has net the Body of a Man. See) 
bis Nature of Chriſtianity, Þ. 29, 41. This were an home, 


Proof, if he could make it good. But, being conſcious, ; * 


to liimſelfof the falſeneſs of this Charge, and how eaſi 
ly it may be diſproved out of G. YYVbitchead's Book, he 
Paggers in his undertaking, and before he recites G. 
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YVatehead's Words, makes his own excuſe thus. If bg9 


{45 ſaid atherwiſe in any of his late Printed Books, 1 am gladJ 
of... 
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bf it. But let bim retraft theſe, for th:ſe have done much 
p * iſchicf., Now, ſays he, when 1 ſaid be was Ortheaox, I 
ol Sigrcan 10! as be was Heter odox : For there is a G. White- 
{head Orthodox, ard a G. Whitehead ror Ortbedox. I 
red rot brow G, Whitehead ne! Orrbodox till Lately," 7 co 
n& En ſay there are rwo Ferſons in G. Whitehead, he 3: but one 
24.8 arid the ſame Perfon ( m this and ſome orher things ) Ortho- 
hy$ ;4ox and not Orthodox, — I onn it, that ] have cited divers * 
nRt$#aſſazes out of his later Books that are Oribogox to prove him 
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ſound, &c. This plainly ſhews, that G. Keith knew G. 
PLP hitcheads Judgement tobe otherwiſe than he has re- 
*preſented him. But is it not a moſt horrible Wicked- 
*nels, for one Man deſignedly and wiltully to repreſent 
another Man's Judgment gi#e contrary to what be knows 
it to , ? Now let us return to G. Keith*s Charge and 
Proof. His Charge is, that G. YV/huehead ſays, He 
*( Chriſt ) has not the Body of a Mar.. His Proof is from 


'e- the Book laſt mentioned, p. 29, 41. thus, Or doff rhay 
y -þ*-#cok for Chrift, as the Son of Mary, to appear e1wardly mn 
of 4 bodily Exiftence to ſave thee, according to thy VVords, Þ. 


v 4.4 30. If thou doſt, thou mayſt look until thy Eyes drop out, be- 
+ fore thou wilt ſee ſuch an Appearance of him. Is this a 
-$.zPcoof that G, YVbitchead ſays, Chriſt bas not the Body 
CY-Zof 4 Man? lexpetted, when G. Keith ſaid, I prove that 
1G. YY//irch:ad ſays, He ( Chriſt ) has not the Body of 
A 2 Man ; he would have pretended, at leaſt, to have pro- 
$2#duced ome place, wherein G. YYViirchead had expreſt 


ri” theſe viry YVords. But inſtead of that, he brings a plzce, 
F + {bat hath neither thoſe YYords, nor any thing like them, 
4; Thereis.not in theſe Words of G. YYhnitchead*s a De- 
M021; either that Chriſt hath a bodily Exiſtence, or 


= 


$:-that he will appear in that Bodily Exiſtence : But 
&& from them magy be gathered, -that th t Appearance of 
@SChrift ſhall not be ro ſave, but ts judge the World at . 
$-4hbeJaſt-Day, and that that Day was nor ſo near at band, 
$5.25 K. Gordon ſecmm'd to expett or think ! For the Words 

3 th are, 
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(33) | 
are, or. doft thou look for Chriſt, as the Son of Mary 
to appear. outwardly in a bodily Exiſtence to fave thee,” 
according to thy Words, p. 30. If thou doſt, thou 
mayſt look until thy Eyes drop out, before thou wilt 
ſee ſuch an Appearance of him, to wit, only as the Son 
of Mary and to ſave thee > The Word [ Such ] may 
reſpett the Endof his Appearance, as well as the MMan- 
ner of ir, TheEnd, viz. to ſave thee; as if Man ſhould 
not be ſaved until the Day of general Judgment. The, 
manaer, viz, As the Son of Mary, as if Chriſt ſhould 
come 11 no higher, powerful and gore glorious Ap- 
pearance tian as he was the Son of Mary. And as to the 
Time of it (if &. Gordon be dead) his Eyes may be 
alrcady dropt out, without ſc-ing it, and yet the Ap- 
pearance of Chriſt in a bodily Exiſtence to judge the |} 
World at the laſt Day, be yet to come, and owned to - 
be ſo. Theſe things I mention, to ſhew the feeble . 
grounds G. Keith hath for his Cavils. But from the 
Bok it ſelf, out of which G. Keith took theſe Words, 
it is manifeſt that G. Fiitehead uled theſe Words only 
to manifeſt his Opponent (Gordon's ) Confuſion and 
Contraditction, for they were not treating then concern- 
ing the Exiſtence or Bady of Chriſt, but concerning 
Juſtification, Redemption, Salvation by Chriſt, which _ 
R. Gordon (it ſeems) had afſerted was wrought and 
compleated by the Sacrifice of Chriſt's Crucified Body 
upon the Croſs, and yet would put off Believers from 
being made Partakers of that Salvation, till after their - 
bodily Death, that they ſhould be raiſed from the 
Grave; yet granted, that it muſt be done by Chriſt's 
Appearance in Believers, through Faith by his Spirit : 
Whereupon ſays G, Whizckead to bim ( Nature of Chri- 
ftian. p. 29.) * See thy manifeſt Contragiftion, Viz. A 
* perfect Juſtification and Reiemption Get Sinners) - 
© without them, when no good is wrought in them. But 
f (in Contradifior ) nom it muſt be done by Chriſts Ap» 
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(39) 
* pearance in Believers, through Faith by his Spirit. 
'©As alſo thon granteſt, that his appearing the ſecond 
© time is without Sin to Salvation : But when thigkeBY 
© thou, that muſt be? Is it in this Life, ar hereafter. 

© Thou ſayſt, that after the bodily Dcath, you, ſhall be 
© raiſ:d out of the Grave, and made partakers of that 
© Salvation, P- 13. *Tis ſtrange the Salvation of Sins 
©ners, yea, of the whole World, as thy Word is, 
t ſhould be compleated at once, above 1600. Years ſince, 
£ —and yet to be ſo long after Death lookt fof, how 
© long, is not known to thee; or ( doſt thou pretend 
©toknow, or think thou know'ſt, and thereupon) doſt 
© thou look for Chriſt, 4s the Son of Mary, to appear 
© outwardly, in a bodily Exiſtence to ſave thee, accord- 
© ing to thy Words, p. 30. If thou doſt, thou mayſt 


 ©look till thy Eyes drop out, before Thou wilt ſee 


© fuch an Appearance of him. 

This ſays G. Keith, 15 but one place, that is, that Chyiſt 
will not ſo appear : But why, adds he, will he not ſo%p- 
pear, but becauſe he bas no bodily Exiſtence without us. 
Whitehead ſaid not ſo. That's only G, Keith's wrong 
Inference, And That, ſays he, p. 16. I come now 10 
prove. So then what he has hitherto ſaid is zo proof of 
it, for it ſcem? he is but now coming to prove it, For 
which purpoſe, Nar. p. 17. he cites another Paſſhge 
of G. Whitehead's in p. 4h thus. And that he exiſteth 
outwardly, bodily, without us, at God's right Hand : What 


» Scripture-Proof bath he for theſe Words? And then what, 


and where, is God's right Hand? Is it Viſible, or Inviſie 
ble > Within us, or without usonly ? And is Chriſt the Sa- 
viour, 4s an outward bodily Exiſtence or Perfon without 
us," diftintt from God, and on that conſideration to be wor- 
ſhipped 4s God, Tea or Nay? And where doth the Scripture 
fay, be is outwardly and bodily glorified at God's right” 
Hand? Do theſe Terms nn the Glory that he had with 
the Father before the World beg an, in which he is now 

: +” rified? 


(40), 
rified? Theſe laſt Words, from Where doth the Scrip- 


ture ſay? Is, he ſays, the thing that Rivers. But If, |' 
by Riverting, he means Faſtenirg aProof upon G.YVV hite./ 
bead, that he denies Chrilt to have a bodily Exiſtence / 


without us, G, Keith himſelf has cut off the Head of bis 
Rzvet, and made it uncapableto hold, by ſaying ( which 
I ſhewed before, from his Anſwer to his Countryman, 
Fohn Alexander) He ought to know, that to Query a thing, 
will not conclude that the Queitionsft doth poſurvely affirm 
or deny what is Queried. Truths Defence, p. 5 9. Eſpe- 
ctally, when it is only uſed in a Socratical way of Diſ- 
putiong or Arguing againſt an Adverſary ( 3s it is uſed 
here) and which he obſcrves to bs G. Y/hbiunebead?s 
way of Writing. And indeed from the whole Anſwer 
( which fills near two Pages) out of which G. Keith 


+ bath cropt his Quotation, it appears that-G. Y/hize- ”: 


head's Arift was to ſhew the Abſurdity and Inconſiſten= 
ey of kis Opponent's Aſſertion;z which was (as in p. 
4D that Chriſts Apoſtles, and alt his Miniſters in all 
. Ages— pointed to Jeſus the Son of Mary, this Son of 
Man, with an Hoſannah to this Son of David, and to 
wore before him, or to any eyer ſince. Theſe Words 
C The Son of Mary, this Sag Man, this Son of David, 
and ro noxe before him ] h48 a tendency ©0 deny the Di- 
virity or God-ad of Chriſt, andt6 ſet up the Body, that 
was born of the Virgin, fonfþeo»ly, whole, intire Chriſs 
and Saviour, And therefore, to tlis G. FYiirebead an- 
ſwered, Tha: the Hely Prophets, Apoſtics and Miniſters, 
b:th pointed and teſtified unto Jeſus Chriſt, both as Man 


barn of the Virgin ( or to his coming. in the Fleſh ) and wnts _, 
". bis Divinity, and Manifeſt ation i Spirit, this 1s owned. 


Lut that they ail cried Hoſanna to the Son of David, ## 4 
milleke: For it was the Multitudes that went b:fore ard that 
foloxed ( when Chriſt rid to Jeruſalem) rbat cryed Ho- 
| facna!; ro the Son of David,®MMat. 21.9. Adding, Many 
| PETTY: Hoſarwah, who, never knew his Salvation Withe 
' n, 
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in, »#'believed in bis Power ;, but ratber ſpiritually crucifie 
kim. And the Seribes and Phariſees coula tllk of Chrifts 


being the Son of David, — when they neither truly believed 


nor owned him ( that was the,true Chriſt ) either as the 
R:ot or Off-pring of David. But Chriſt asked theſe Phari- 
ſees and Scribes ( who ſaid Ch: iſt is the Son of David ) 
this Queſtion, VVbat think ye of Chriſt ? VVhoſe Son is he ? 
They ſaid unto him, The Son of David. He ſaid wito them, 
How then d»ytb David in Spirit call him Lord * If David 
then call kim Lord, how ss he his Sor, &c ? Now ſays G. 


VPhitehead there, YY as not this the true Chri/t, whom Da= 4 
vid gn Spirit called Lord, before he took «pon bim Fleſh, ar. * 
came of his Seed? There's another Queſtion pur to his *>" 


Opponent, who had aſſerted, That all the Apoſtles and 
Miniſters of Chriſt in all Ages,—pointed to Jeſus the 


Son of Mary, this Son cf Man, with an Hoſannah t6.# 
this Son of David, and ro none before him. Was not+ ' 


this the true Chriſt, whom David in Spirit called Lord, 


ſays G. VYVbitchead ? What then? Did this Queſtion |, 


imply, that G. YYhbitebead denied Chriſt according to 
the Fleſh (or as he was born of Afary) to be the Son or 
Offspring -of David? Nothing leſs: For he ſays, be 
took upon him Fleſh, and cameggf David's Sted, and 11 own- 
ed, as pointed at, and teſtified unto by the Holy Prophets, A- 
puſtles, &c. 4s Man borm of the Virgin. 
his asking his Opponent Ffor it 1s not a general Quee 
ſtion, . but particular, to his Opponent, grounded Pp 
the particular Terms his Opponent had expreſt him- 
ſelf in) thn*,* Whereupon / ask+tim + teeing he would 


* reſtrain a# to the fleſhly Appearance, and make a# the * 
Apoſtles, &c. to have poiated to Jeſus rhe Son of Mas © 


this Son of Man, with an Hoſarnah to this Son of 
Davie, and to one before him ) If ke bath ſo conſidered 


bim to be Gd the Saviour, or the Son from the Subſtance of ' 


the Father, as ſome of bss Brethren have confeſſed the Son is?! 
And what Scripture- Proef bath be ( who pretends ſo hi 


No more doth 


gh= ,, 
ly #; 
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- If to Scripture, and blames us though falſly ; foF not 
holding to it for theſe YVVords, He exiſteth ouwardly bo« 
dily without ur, at God's right Hand? And where doth - 
the Scriprure ſay, He is outwardly and bodily glorified at 
God's right Hand ? Dy theſe Terms expreſs the Glory that 
be had 119 the Fathrr before the YVorld began, in which he 
3s now ghrificd? The Exception here is nor. againſt rhe ; 
thing, but the Texms by which it isexpreſt. The Thing Þ 
that Chriſt hath a bodily Exiſtence without us, and is | 
| thercin glorified, and that at God's right hand, is fo 
L far from being denied, that it was never doubted. But | 
E—tharthis ſhould he expreft in ſuch Terms as the Holy | 
Scripture doth not afford, and which would limit 
&” Chriſt to any certain place, or exclude him ( by the 
= Word outward ) from being in his Saints, is juſtly ex- 
-cepted againſt, as contrary both to the Nature of Chriſt, 
- and Scope of the Scriptures, And therefore G. FYhite- 
_ bead asks his Opponent, what Scripture- Proof hath he ? 
VFhere doth the Scripture ſay ſo? And the more to lay 
open his Opponents abſurdity in- this Caſe,” goes on + 
queſtioning bim, inthe ſame place, p- 41. thus. And [ 
then, YVat and where is Gods right Hand? Js it wifible, |} 
or inviſovle ? within us, or without us np? Now G. Keith 
might as well from hence infer and-charge G. YYhite- 
bead with denying that God has a right Hand, as he 
doth: from the other QueſtiÞhs, That Chriſt hath no | 
'Y: 


ily Exiſtence without ns ; and both a like abſurdly 
and falſly. For he himſelf ſays in another place alſo 
of his Book called, 7-#:h*s Defence, p. 165. When his 
Opponent would have drawn a Concluſion, and infer- , 
” red a Charge, from a Query, © What is propoſed in the #4* 
© Query is not politively concluded one way or another,  * 
* as the Na'ure of a Qyery doth plainly demonſtrate. 
And blaming his then Opponent, for urging Matters wy 
- of DoQtrine ia unſcriptural Terms, he ſays, in Truth's , 

* Defence, p. 169. * Why is it, that-the Scriptures _ o- 

"t b " 
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'Fu nd large in their Teſtimony to DoQtrines 
and Principles of Religion, but to let Minderſtand, 
* that all the Principles and Dodtrines of the Chriſtian 
* Faith, which God requirethvia common of all Chriſtt- 
* ans, are erpzeſlp there Delivered and Recorded ? 
* And therefore, ſays he, for my part, what [ cannot 
© nd expzefiy delivered in Scripture, 1 ſee no Reaſon 
* why I ſhould receive or bclieve it as any common Ar- 
* ticle or Princip!z of the Chriſtian Faith or Life: And 
P. 170. he adds, © Now if this were but received among 
© thoſe called Chriſtians, that nothing ſhould be requi=" 
© red by one fort from another,as an Article of Faith, or 
* Doctrine,or Principle of the Chriſtian Religion in come" 
© mon to be believed, but what is expreſly delivered in 
* the Scripture, in plain erpzeſs Scripture Terms, 
© of how great an Advantage mighL it be to bring a true 
© Reconcilement 2mong them, and beget true Chriſtian 
© Unity, Peace, Love and Concord ?' YetG. Keith him- 
ſelf (who but in the Year 1682. wrote thus ) doth now 
( which ſhews his 5nconſifency with himſelf, and Inj * 
ſtice to G. Whitehead ) charge G. Whitchead with deny- 
ing the thing it ſelf, becauſe he did Fw ask his Oppenent 
for a Scripture- Proof, of a thing 12id down not in Scrgp< 
ture Terms, So induſtrious ,is he now to ſeek an Ad- 
vantage ( inſtead of furthtring a Reconcilement among 
them called Chriſtians ) to hinder any ſuch Reconcile- 
ment, and cauſe a greater diſtance between them ; and 
iaſtead of bezetting true Chriſtian Unicy, Peace, Love 
and Concord, to break and deſtroy ( as much as in 
him lies ) that Love and Peace that hath been, and _ 

( but for him, - and ſuch other Incendiaries ) might be, 

and increaſe among them. Byt though G. Whitehead 

did rejett the Bapriſts unſcriptural Terms ; y et that he 

owned the Manhood of Chriſt, as well as bis Divinity, 

may be ſeen in another Book alſo of his called, The 

Quakers Plainneſs detefting Fallacy ( a Book not written 
| vother- 


— - 
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Cother D tin 1674. two and twenty Years 0 
where p. 1%*anſwering an Objeftion, thit we own 
nothing but the Diviae N2ture to be Chriſt, he anſwers, 
*Where proves he theſe whrds to be ours? Have we. ; 
* pot plainly and often confeſt alſo, that the Divine Na- 
© tureor Word, Cloatie® with the moſt holy Manhood, 
© and as having taken Fleſh of the Seed of Avrabam, was 
*and is the Chriſt, 
Before I paſs to G. Keith's next Proof, 1 muſt here 
take notice of a Marginal note which G. Xcith, makes 
in his ſeventeenth p. relating to the Book he laſt cited, 
of G. Whitehead'S, called ! he Nature of Chriſtianity, 
The Reader may take notice, that in p. 15. when 
"It was Objceted to him, that the Book which he then 
mentioned was written Antie:tiv, and that he had 
Written in Vindication of our Principles fince ; He 
' there, to turn off the ObjeMion, ſays, 1 do ſay, If it 
were niy laft Words, 1 know not that I ever Read a line of 
this Book, till Tcame laſt ts Ergland, But here, quoting 
another Book of G. Whitthead's, which he could not 
pretend Ignorance of, in as muchas he hinſelf, was 
not only concerned ith G. Whitehead, in the contro- 
verſ; od which that Bok was written, but had alſo a 
part in the ſam? Book azaiaſt his Conntry-man Rob, 
Gordor,, { whom he; Principally, had undertaken to An- 
ſwer in another Book, cilled The Light of Truth Tri- 
wmphbirg, Pub'iſh24 but the Year before) Now to ſe- 
cure himſclf (if he could) from the like ObjeRion, 
Che adds here, his gina note thus, Note, There 5s 
| an Addition:l Poſtſcript by me G. Keith, put to.this Book 
of G. Whitehead, Na'ure of Chriſtianity, "#be" which 
Poſt ſcript I lefr in a Arnuſcrigt at London, and with the 
Oakes, Printed wit) this of G. Whitehead. 7 ac know - | 
ledre (ſays he) my want of dur Conſideration, that 1 did 
> wor better conſider G. Whitehead?s,. words 5# that Books 
baving mary Tears :29 Read it, but too overly, and not 


having 


Ag. + 7 — . 


T | | | =_ , 
T bavingſcenit #:, for many Tear, till of late. Dos this . 


_ ard yet pretending to be the ſame in Judgment, that he 


* ſee my words u#n that Additional Poſt ſcript, p- 73. where 


'How long ic is ſince this Accident befel him, that (as 
_ words it) he happened co find thoſe divers paſſages whi 
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ſound likely * Doevfir ſavour of Sincerity and plaingeſs ? 
Or does it not rather look like 4 filly Wifting Excuſe, 
for his Condemning that now, which he owned then, 


was then? He goes on in his note thus, Zu 1 e, 
1 did really then believe (as 1 nw do) that Chriſt as man, - 
did outwardly and bodily exiſt wit hout us 5; for proof of which 


at N. 11. 1 blame R. Gordon, fer ſaying, 1bat the 
now-preſent, Glorified Exiftence of that Body(or man Chriſt) 
that ſuffered at Jeraſalem, 1s dercied by ſome T eachers ae" 
morg us. And to be ſure, he did then really believe 
(and had good cauſe ſo to do) that G. Whicehead, and 
all the Quakers, did ſo believe as well as himſclf (which 
he had no cauſe ſince to disbelieve) ard ttcrefore he-: 
did than YVindicate them all, as well as himſelf, charging 
Gordon, with a Lye, and falſe Accuſation, for ſaying 
the contrary. | And yet, whatever pretence he may 
make of his Ignorance, what was in other Books of - 
G. Whitchead*s, written but a little before, he may not 
be ſuppcſ:d Ignorant of what was in that Book (which 
he himſelf had a ſhare in) cvt of which, yet he now 
makes his greateſt Cavil, on this HzzC, againſt, G. 
Whitehead. He adds in his note, / corifeſs / happened ro 
find Divers Pfſages in G. Whitehead's, and other Qua- 
hers Books, that jeemed to me unſourd ;, but in an exceſs of 
Chority, I did conſtrue them to be better meant then worded, 
and that they had rather unwarily flipped from them, than 
that they mere the gxpreſſions of their unſound mind, && 


ſeemed ro him unſound, he does not tell. But-the 
tenour of his words import it to have been long ago : 
For (if ever he did) to be ſure he has not exceeded in 
Charity towards the Quakers, cflate Years, But when- 

ever 
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or other Quakers Books, that had ſeemed to him «1- 
' ſod, had he been realy ſound himſelf, and ſoundly (tho? 
not exceſlively) Charitable, he would have Charitably, 
and Friendly, in a private manner, have opened ſuch 
Wes to the reſpettivg Authors of ſuch Books, and 
have underſtood from themſelves, their Senſe and Mex- 
ning therein, that thereby he might have both inform?d 
and reform*d their Minds and Judgments, in the paſſages, 
* if they had been really unſound ; or they have re&i- 
"fied his miſtaking underſtanding, by manifeſting to him 
the ſorrdneſs, bot their minds and words. And 
* this Friendly Office, he might more eaſily and inoffen- 
fively have undertaken, if(as he ſays) he conſtrued thoſe 
> Paſſages, which to him ſeem'd unſound, to be better 
& meant than worded, and that they had rather unwarily 
” (pe from them, than that they were the expreſſions of 
” an unſound Mind. Burt tho'-he has not told us when, 
* that exceſſive Charity of his began, yer he pretty plainly 
Intimates when it ended, and why, by ſaying, I conſtru- 
ed thoſe paſſages, beiter ineant than worded, —wntil that 
of late, | had found them to Juſtify the ſame, and the like 
: unſound words, in my Adverſaries in Pealilvaniay and 10 
| bite and excommupicate me for telling them of them, Ay, 
# there's the Zing of the buſineſs ! their Excommunica« 
F eng him, as he calls it (that is, their declaring bim to 
E be gone out from them, and their Communion, and to 
be no longer one of thzm) From that tine forward, 
fand ſome time before) his exceſs of Charity turned t0 
Q exceſs of Enmity, and then he ſaw the ſame things, 
ind Perſons to be far worſe than he ſaw them. before, 
pecauſe he ſaw them with a fer worſe Eye. But to go 
dn to his Charge and Proofs. 


f 
| 

fdenicd the Exiſtence of Chriſt in a body witlbuvus, 
is out of a Book of G. Whitebrad's, called Chrift _ 


—_ 
, 


ever he had found any paſſages, either in G. Whitehead's, 


The next Proof he brings, that G. Whitehead has 


a* 
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ded above the Clouds, Printed in 1669.,in anſwer to Yo. 
Newman, a Baptiſt. The Quotation begins thus, p. 
17. fo. Newman, his Opponent” s words were from Rev. 1.7. 
T boſe that pierced him in his Body of Fleſh, ſhall ſee thas 
Body Ac come again, p. 21,22. G. Whiteh 
ſwereth, Theſe are not the words of Scripture, but A 
althe* to add or diminiſh be forbidden under 4 Penalty, Rev. 
+ 22.18,19. Tet this Mans preſumption Jtads him t0 incur 
that ; There G. Keith, breaks off with a daſh, thus, 
——thereby leaving out what follows next, in G. Whwe- 
| bead, which is thus, Ste alſo for anſwer 10 bim, Rev. 1.8. 
and 13,14-16. In none of which is Jeſus Chriſt euber called - 
(or repreſented as) a Body of Flefl, Blood, and Bones, wiſt- » 
bly to come again, The leaving out theſe words, was | 
-not fair in G. Keith, becauſe they ſhew upon what | 
ground G. Whitehead, oppoſed the Baptiſts, and what -! 
fort of Body it was they diſputed about, vis. 4 Boay- 
of Fleſh, Blood, and Bones. Certain it is indeed, that 
that Body which was pierced on the Croſs, was a Bo- 
' dy of Fleſh, Blood, and Bones, And the Baptiſts, from 
Rev.1.7. ſaid, Thoſe that pierced him in his Body of 
Fleſh, hall ſee that Body viſibly come again, not ſo much ' 
as mentioning any change in it. G. X:ith, thereupon, 
Nar. p. 17. ſays, Is there any thing kere offenſive ? No- 
4 thing (adds he) but what 3s the declared Opinion of the 
Church of Rome, che Church of England, the Pregbyterians, 
. Independents, Baptiſhs, and mine all along. He had forgot - 
it ſeemes (tho? I lately put him in mind of it) that in+ ; 
- his Book called The way caſt up (Printed 1677. long a 
" after the Book he carps at) he ſaid, *That Body that 3 
© was crucified on the Croſs at Ferxſalem, and is now ..; 
- * aſcended and glorified in Heaven——is no more « Body, 
* of Fleſh, Blood and. Bones, but a pnre, Ethereal, or Heavenly 
* % * Boay, p. 131. And although (to ſhew his own Can= 
+ © + fuſion) he there ſays, That Body, notwithſtanding its 
being charged from being a Body »5f Fleſh, Blood and 
| Bones, 
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Bones, to be no more a Body of Fleſh Blood and Bones, bnt 
| apure Ethereal, or Heavenly Body, re-mainsthe fare 5 
ſabſt ance, that it was on Earth, making the change (from 
- being a Body of Fleſh, Blood andBones, to-be no more a 
of Fleſh, Blood and Bones)to be a change not ir ſub- 
e, butin mode and manner only of its being : Yet he 
had no reaſon tacavil with, or blame G. Whitehead, for 
oppoſing the Baptiſts Motion of a Body of Fleſh, Blood and 
Bones, now in Heaven, fince he himſelf declares, it is no 
more a Body of Fleſh, Blood and Bones, but a pure, Ethereal 


bs Body,which the Baptiſts, I am confident never dreamt of, 


>= and which, 1 ſuppoſe, none of the Churches or People, 
; * © he has named, will agree with him in, if he will now 
. © agree with bimſelf. But he would have' found leſs cauſe, 
+ or colour to quarrel with G. Whitchead, about that 
deſcription of Chriſt, in Rev. 1. if he had conſidered 
what himſelf hath writ, further upon that Subject, in his 
ſaid Way caſt up, Þ. 141, 142. N. 6. Where treating 
of Chriſt the Heavenly Man, he ſays, * And as Fohr, 
© Rev. 1. deſcribeth him, he is a wonderfully great Man, 
* even that Son of Man, whom John ſaw, after his A- 
* ſcenſion, in the-midſt of the Golden Candleſticks, e- 
* yen he that liveth and was dead, ver. 18. to ſhew that 
* it was the Man Chriſt, and he had in his right Hand 
* © ſeven Stars, which are expounded to be the Seven 
' © Angels or Peſtors of the Seven Churches. Now mark. 
> This ſheweth (faith he)it is nor bis external Perſon, or 
*omrward Bedy that is here deſcribed, for it is impoſli- 
bs * ble to conceive, how he can hold a number of Men, in 
-  ©*rhe right Hand of his external Perſon. Therefore 
p* by bis right Hand is ſignifi:d his Power, as he 1s the 
= © great Heavenly Man, which can well hold all the'Men 
E *© chat ever were in the World. $o alſo in the fame 
P. 142. N. 7. upon the words of Chriſt, John. 1.51. 
Verily, verily, 1 ſay wnto you, Hereafter ye ſhall ſce Heaven 
Opened, and the Argels of God aſcenduig and deſcending 
b > po77 
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upon the. Son of Man; he ſays, This cannot be the external 


© Perſon of .Chrift.) But if it was zor the external Perſon 
or outward Body (as he fays) of Chriſt that Fobn ſpake 
of, in” Rev. 1, much leſs was it a Body of Fleſh, Blood 
and Bones ; agd leaſt of all doth G. Whitehead's op + 
Poling-the Baptiſts carnal notion of Chriſt's having 
Body now in Heaven, of Fleſh Blood and Bones, and his 
being to come Viſibly again 1n that Body of Fleſh, Blood 
and Bones, deny Chriſts exiſtence in his Glorified Body 
without us. G. Keith, ſays, Fo. Newman, here, only 
uſes the word Body, to kis coming again, and G. White= 
head, finds fault with that. But in thatG. Keith, ſlips, 
for F. N.juſed not only the word Body, but the words 
[that Body] to ſhew he meant a Body of Fleſh, Blood and 
Bones. And it is well known, that many of the Bap- 
tiſts (as well as others of other Profeſſions) do hold 
the Body of Chriſt now in Heaven, to be as realy 
materially, a Body of Fleſh Blood and Bones, as it 
when upon the. Croſs; which G. Whitehead might 
as well find fault with then, as 6G. Keith, did afters 
wards. He quarrels alſo with G, Whitehead, for citing 
the words of Chrilt, John. 14. 19. Ter 4 little while, 
and the World ſeeth me no more. Upon this, he carps 
at the Tranſlation of that Scripture, and ſays, It may 
be betrer Tranſlated ['4; yer] But Tthink it were berter for 
bim to let the Trangation alone a: it is, which he cannot 
mend ; for though he hath declared himfelf to be one in . 
Opinion, with'the Church of Rome, the Church of Eng- 
land, the Presbyterians, Independents, aud Baptiſts, 
Yer I ſcarce think he will find any among them,to be 
one wh him, in altering the Tranſlation of that Scrip- 
ture,at leaſt as he would alter it. Yet upon his confident 
alcering the Text from [no more] to [not 45 yer] he ſays, 
Does this prove that Chriſt has no Body at all ? This is very 
bad reaſoning, ſays he. Ay ſure, ſo it is. But who 
reaſoned fo, belides Mart ? Can he {ke no diffe- 
- TEenCce 


(50) 

rence between Chriſts not having # Body of Fleſh, Blood 
and Bones, and having no Body at alt ;, he has a very 
bad fight then. When be formerly held, that the Bo- 
dy that was Crucified on the Croſs at Fer#ſalrm, is no 
pore a Body of Fleſh, Blood and Bond, did he urge 
that, to prove that Chriſt has no Body «t «ll ? If not, 
why will he.infer ſo upon another, without cauſe ? 
H: alledges that G. Whitehead brings that Scripthire for 
4 Prof, that thoſe that Pierced Chriſt in his Body, ſhalt not 
ſee that Body Viſibly come ag4in : And thereupon he 
cries out, Here js 4 Proof that Chriſt was Evaniſhed. 
But it muſt be again remembred, that that Body which 
the Baptiſt . there contended for, and which G. White- 
head oppoſed him about, was a Body of Fleſh, Blood 
and Bones, And therefore doth it not fall unavoida- þ 
bly upon G,, Keith, that herein he holds that Body 
@vly of Fleſh, Blood and. Bones, which ſuffered death | 
upon the Croſs, to be the whole atire Ch#ift ; ſeeing 
be infers, that if that Body (of Fleſh, Blood and Bones) 
which ſuffered death upon the Croſs, be not now in 
Heaven, 'and to be ſeen come Viſibly again, a Body of 
Fleſh, Blood and-Bones, then Chriſt is evaniſhed ? But 
it appears from G. Whiehead's following words, that 
"he did 'not believe Chriſt was evani/hed, but that he 
believed his exiſtence in « Spiritual glorified Body, and 
that he ſhould ſo come again, and be leen of af, though 
- not in a Body of Fleſh, Bloed and Bones, or after  \ 
Carnal manner. For be ſays (in the next words after, 
John, 14. 19.) *But his ſecond coming and appear- 
* ance without Sin to Salvation, I own, and witneſs 
© and that heis therein to be ſeen Spiritually in his King- 
< dom, and Fathers Glory, (which is an Inviſible Glo- Þ} 
© x5, #08 ſeen Carnally) Mark that. Howbeit bis appea- jþ 
© ance ſhall be ansverſaly ſcen,both to the joy of the Rig he X 
$ reoxs, and" univerſal Conyiftion, and Condemnation 
' © of the Wicked, who' have rejected his Light _— 

| p 
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© ond his ſaving appearance thereby made manifeſt, 


' © Yea, every Eye ſhall ſee him (both of good and bad) 


&« poth thoſe that bave waited for his ſecond coming 
© without Sin to Salvation z and they alſo which have 
© Pierced or Crucified him; which all thoſe in general 
* are chargeable with, (as really as hifPerſecutors that 
© Pjerced him outwardly) who profels his name,and yet 
n Grucike to themſelves his Life or Spiritual Appearance, 
© Hewas Spiritually Pigrced and Crucified in Spirigual 
* Sodom and Egypt, Rev 11. 8. The fame Jeſus, as He 
* was ſeen aſcend (when @ Cloud received him out of 
* their ſight, who Rood gazing, As. 1.9,10,11.) itis 
© ſaid, ſhall ſo come in like manner, &c. Which tho? 
© every. like manner is not the very ſame, nor all 
© Clouds the ſame, yet the ſame Jeſus certainly cometh, 
© and in like manner, his coming being in the Clouds. 
This fame Objefton G. Keith, had made againſt G, 
Whuebead, in his Groſs Error, p. 3«and again p.6. Ia 
which latter place, reciting the foregoing words of the 
Baptiſt, viz, That thoſe that pierced Chriſt in his 
Body of Fleſh, ſhall ſee that Body viſibly come again, 
and part of G. Whitchead's anſwer to it, he taxes 
G. Whitehead, with baing blamed the Baptiſt for uſe» 
ivg the word [Viſibly] with reſpe& to Chriſt's com» 
ming again, and yet that G. Whirehead, in his lati 
anſwer to Tome Queries, had uſed the word CViſibly: 
with reſpe& to Chriſt's Aſcenſion. Upon which*@. 
Keith, there ſays, Now I am Ture there is the ſame 
ground in Scripture for his Viſible appearance and 
coming again, as there is for his Viſtble aſcending. 
But let me ask G. Keith, (as fure as he lays he is) whe- 
ther he then conſidered the great and wonderful 
change, which himſelf elſewhere hath often ſaid, was 
made i the Body of Chriſt, after it was taken up into 
glory z and then, Whether there is the ſame ground, 
either in Scripture or Reaſon, for the ſame manner of _ 
| » 20 | Viſibtlicy 
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Viſibility of his appearance and coming again in his 
glorified Body, as was of his aſcending before his- Body 
was ſo glorified. The Body of Chriſt in which he ſuf. 
fered, (being an outward Fleſhly ſubſtange) was at the 
time of his Aſcepſion, as well as before, conſpicu ous 
and viſible to th: outward carnal Eyes, of outward 
carnal Men.. But will it be (in like manner Vilible 

to outward carnal Eyes, when he ſhall come again, now | 
that it is ſo tranſcendently glorified, that it is become 


ſ:me manner of viſb:lity-in his coming again, as was 
In his aſcznging,lie then makes no difference in point of 
vinhitity becween an unzlorified and glorified BoCy. If 
he underſtand not the fame manner of viſibility in each 
appearance;he does but trifle,quibble,&play the ſorbiter. 
G. Ktith cites two paſſ+ges more, p. 18. out of the 
fame Book of G. Whitehead, (Chriſt aſcended p. 24. 
- "and. p. 69.) that in p. 24. he gives thus, Firlt, the 
Bapriits words, By denying any Perſonal being of Chriſt, 
wirthout all men, at the right Hand of God, but only a fain- 
ed Chriſt within, then remiſſion of Sins mult die, ard t aith 
"alſo, for wan of the Objeft, Chrijt. This G. Keith ſays, 
he looks on to be good Dottrine,tho* he cannot but know, 
that by a feigned; Chriſt within, the Baptiſt meant that 
Light within, wh ch G. Keith, confeſſes to be Divine. G. 
Whitchead"s anſwer he gives thus, This manner of exclud- 
ing God's right Hand, and Chriſt to a limitation out o& bis 
: ecple 
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People in a Perſonal being (which are n1 Scripture Terms) 


ftill implies bim to be a Perſonal God or Chriſt, like the 


Anthrapomerphite, and Myggl:tonians cinceitrof him - 
(This he caviled alſo at in. his Groſs Error, p. to.) to 
all- wbich: 1-anſwer ;. The word. Perſon, or Perſonal, 
with reſpe& to God, or the Gos-head, G. Keith, knows , 
the Quakers always excepted againſt, as nſcriptural, 
and tending to beget or keep up gr-/- and carnal Con- 
ceits in People's minds, concerning God and Chrilt, 
as if they were like Men, having the ape and appear» 
ance of M:n,and fo were Circumſcribed and Limited to 
placc,as Men'are. And that it was againſt ſxch 4 groſs No- 
ti9;as this, that G. Whirebead there contended, is ma- 
nite fromhis anſwer it ſelf, For he ſays, This man- 
ner-of excluding God's right Hand, and Cliilt to 2 limi-, 
ron o8r-of his People in a perſondl Being ( which are 
no Seripture Terms) ſtill implies him to bea perſonal God, 
or Chrilt; like the Antbropomorphites and Aluggleroni- 
ans, conceits. of him, The Anubppomerphites were; 
therefore {> called, becauſe they helyd God to; have rhe, 
ſhape of Man. Which extravagant notion Aduegleron 
reſumed. ; And tho? G. Keith ſays, There is 'mo Church 
of England Man, Presbyterian, or Baptiſt, &c. Thi, 
bolds that notion, That the God:bead has the. ſhape of «. 
Man : Yet he is too ſlight to make a Voucher for all of 
thoſe Communions, tho? his Er Cerera, had been, deft, 
out. Nay, he himiclf ſeems doubrful what to'deter= 
mine in-that caſe for himſelf, ſaying, What hape Chriſts 
Body bas new, that I leave, Nar. p. 18. However, it 1s 
plain from G. Waitcheads Book, both there and elſ- 
where, 'that'it was this notion, and the aſlerting /ucb 6 
Perſonal exiſtence of God and Chriſt, and in anſcriptural 
Terms, has. tended to confirm that Notion, which G. 
Wintchead oppoſed” both here, in p. 24. and in that 9. 
ther place, p- 69. Cited alſo by G, Kerb, where G, 
Wimtebead, having expoſed his Opponents, Scltcnnt* 2» 
D 3 4 dition 
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ditions(as one while ſaying, Chriff was remore from them, 


Chrift doth not dwell in any Man, Chriſt in Perſon remote 


at the right Hand of God, &s, And yet otherwhiles 
ſpeaking of the Indwthings of Chriſt by bis Word and 

ruth, bring of the ſame nature with bim, and that Chriſt 
6 ſerting Forth bimſelf to be the Vine,” and bis People the 
Branches, and adviſeth them,—10 abide in me, and 1'in 


you, &c.) He makes this Animedverſion thereupon, 'Iif | 


the Fndwelling of God and Chriſt be ſuch in bir People, and 
the Saints in ſuch near Union and Conjunition with Chriſt, 
as the Branches with the Vine, and Members with the Body, 
then "tis falſe, and a lying Imezinaticn, 10 Imagine cirher 
Chrift, God, and bis r1ght Hand ſo remote, as wot to dwell 
in any Man, no, not in their own People ; [ant theſe words 
Cori in Perſon, remo'e in bis Body of Fleſh, &&c. And 


mt in any Man] 'are not Scriptare, but added: What |} 


ange-Conceits and Limitetions would J, Newman 

jy tbe unlimited God (like the Old Hereiifal Monk of 
Eavfitceted Anthropomorphites) contrary #6 bjs owicon- 
feſſron. "This ſhews it was not Chriſt's Spiricual exiſt. 
ence" or being, in # Spiritue! glorified Body "without vs, 
ThatG. Whizehead oppoſed; but fuch a carnal Notion of 2 
Perſmat being or exiſtence of Chriſt, at the right Hand 
of God, as- cor fined both Chriſt and Ged, to a remore- 
eſs from his People, and excluded them from being in 
his People, - And therefore G. Keith, abuſed G. Whire- 
bed, tn tc1Hfig his' Auditors, that by rheſe words of G. 

Whitehead, Al Papifts, Church of England Men, Preſ- 
Iyterians, -tndependents, Bapiifhs, who believe that the Mun 
Cbrift bas any Bodily exiſtence in Heaven, as he thinks, are 

nbropomorphites and Mug gletoniang : For there is a wide 

arference betiveen holding that Chriſt has «ny Bodily ex- 

iſfence Tn Heaven, ang that he hes ſuch & carnal Bodily 

exiſtence 'jn Heaven, as exc/ades him-ont of his _ 

and confines and !imrs both him, and God's right Hand, at 

which he is, 10a remoreneſs from them. W hich groſs on 

* = _ CArn 
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Notion, Gz Keith, not many. Years ſince,. ſeemed 
of the hurt of, and writ. againſt in his Book, caly 


carnal Ne 

fenſible rt of 

led, A/reious Appeal, Printed at Philadelphia, in, 1692, 

(finte he began, ro quatrel with the Quakers.) In which 

he ſays, p- 11. *We. cannot approve of the top carne} 

© Conceprions of many carnal and (Eporang Profeffors, 
© 


© that have t0# c4-nal Imaginations of Chriſt, and confine 
© him altogether to ſuch a Remetens/s, that they will not 
© allow any meaſure of him co dwell in Believers, plain 
© contrary to the Scripture. And in p. 24- he fay 
to the New-Erglard Profeſſors, *How can ye Build 
© on him, when ye have no belief, that Chriſt is nearer 
© unto you, than in ſome remote place beyond the Skies ? 
And yet now, in his Enmity againſt G, Whitchead, he 
charges him 'with denying Chr:ff, for but oppoſing 
thole tov. carnal Conceptions, which ſome carnal and 
orent Profeſſors, in their too carnal Imaginations, had 
of Chriſt, whereby they would Emir him to a remoteneſs 
from his People. This limiting Chrilt, by ſuch a carnal 
Notion of a Bodily exiſtence, as excludes him out of his 
People, and confines him to a Kemoteneſs from them, if 
it be not now, was once an ancomfortable Dodtrine to 
G. Keirh, 'when he ſaid, *Syrely it is no 1:{s a Comforta- 
* ble, than it is a true DoQrine, that we have the Man 
* Jeſus Chriſt ſo near unto. us, in vertue of his Divine 
© Life and Soul, in his Divine Seed and Body extended int 
« #5 : And thus he is the incarnate Word, or Word made 
Fleſh, dwelling in our Fleſh, &c. VV ay caſt up, P- 133, 


ng G. Keith, in his anſwer to the Reftor of Arrow, 
aid, I put thee to prove, by any one place in 2ll the 
* Scripture, that Chriſt hath now anp other Fleh or 
© Body, bur that which is Sptritual, Reitor Corre&-4, * 

- .24- and again, p. 54. *As concerning the Body 

of Chrift, that was Crucified, was it not 222in 
© raiſed up to be made a living Body ? And after 
* he aroſe and aſcended, was it not a Spiritaul Body ? 
D 4 | Why 
* 


* 4 oa 

© Why then (fays G. Keith tothe ReQtor') Tayſt thon, 
* ſhew a ſyllable, that intimates a ſpiri:nal Body ? Is nor 
© ChriſPs Body a ſpiritual Body, which he hath now in 
© the Heayens ?—Shew a Syllable, that Chriſt hath a»y 
* other Body, but that which is ſpiri'val. And p.55 he 
ſays, © bat is that Body of Chriſt, mentioned go the 
* Apoſtle, Col. 2.17. which puts an end unto the out. 
© ward Obſervation of Meats, and Drinks, new Moons 
F and Sabbath-days? Js that only the owrward Body that 
* was Crucified? if thou fayſt yea, then thou divideſt 
* Chriſt, whereas Chriſt js not divided. | And. p. 
44- he ſays, © That there is not ſuch a diftance betwixt 
* Chriſt, that is gone into the Hyolieſt, and his Saints 
upon Earth, as thou imagineſt, ſee but vey. 19, 20, 
*21, 22. of Heb. 10. And inp. 23. ſpeaking of 
the Power and Vertyue of the Body cf Chriſt that 
role and' aſcended a ſpiritual and, glorious Body, he 
fays, © But this vertue is or ary vi/ible thing, nor is the 
* glorified Body of Chriſt viſible Fl-ſb;, and therefore 
©( fays he ta the ReQtor ) rhop doft groſly erre, to ſay, as 
© thoy dot, the Son of Man is viſibie Fleſh; For ſeeing 
* the, Body of Chriſt js glorified, and wholly ſpiritual 
© (as the Body of every true Believer ſhall be at the 
* Reſurreftion ) how can it be pifible Fleſh? And (adds 
he ) *Chrift, the ſecand Adam, is call:d in Scripture 
* the guick»ing Spirit, but not vifible Fleſh. - Therefore 
( fays he ). in this ( fee how he banters him } thou 
* goſt grolly exre, and needeſt Correftion. None of 
theſe Paſſages hath eyer yet heen retrafted by G. Kewb 
{ tht I have ſeen or heard of) and therefors he js the 
# more to be blamed for blaming G, Whitchead for afſer- 
ting Chriſt's Body to be a glorified ſpiritual Body, not 4 
groſs, garnal viſible Body of Fleſh, which he himfelf ſays 
Jt 1s not. 

He hath one Cavil more upon this Head againſt G. 
Whizzcheag,” and a m:Cy Caryil it ſeems to be ; He grounds 
| is 
* 
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it.on a paſſige he takes out of a Book of G. Whitchead's, 
called, The He- goats Horn broke», .written about 36 years 

ago, in anſwer.ta. two Books written by three Oppoſers, 

wheteof one was named Fo. Horn ; and G. Keith ſeems 

to fancy that this Book of G. Whiteb:ad's had that Title, , 
as alluding ro the Name of John Horn, and he took occa- 

fot from thence to make himſelf and bis Auditors fome. 
Sport about it, Nar,p.19. But unleſs he had beter 
ground to go upon than bare /rkereſs in fond of words, 
he may be miſtaken far all that. For I could ſhew him 
a Book, written ſome years before that, by R. Hubber-. 
thorn, called The Horn of the He-goat broken, in Anſwer.to 
a Book pnbliſhed by one Tho. Winrerron, betwixt which 
Name and Title there is not the leaſt likeneſs of ſound. 

That which G. Keith objets to G.Whitebead here, is, 
Thar he contradicts a paſſaze in bis Opponents Book, 
which G. Keith ſays, if he underſtands iny thing of true Dye 
vinity or T beology, 45 a ſound Paſſage, Viz. That our Nature; 


Kind, or Being, as in us, not 1n Chriſt, is corrupt and filthy in 


jt ſelf, yet Chriſt rook upop. him our Nature, not as it is filthy 
in w by ſin init,&c. How ſound this Paſſage is, | will not 
here diſpute, becauſe I would not dilate Controverſie to 
fecd a carping Mind in a peeviſh Adverſary , neither will [ 
preſume to queſtion G. Keirk*s uuderſtanding any thing 
of true Divinity, leſt I ſhould be thought as ignorant as 
he is arrogant. But yct I think it may be worthy of con- 
ſideration, bow far that Paſſage is ſound, which ſays, Our 
Nature, Kied, or. Being is corrupt and filthy i 5r ſelf, 
(not only as in us, by {in in it, but in it ſelf.) And how 
ſuitable it was for Chriſt to take upon him a Nature that 
was corrupy and fithy in i: ſelf. That Chriſt took on 
him the Nature of Man, (though it be not in Scripture 
expreſt in thot t&ms, that I remember) may in 4 right 


| ſenſe (for the word Nature is taken in divers Acceptati- 


ons) be admitted ; The Scripture ſays, be took wgon him 
the form of a Servant, and was made in the likeneſs of Men, 
5 Phil. 


FE: 5* JL : 
Phil. 2.7. And that, Foraſmuch as the Children are Part. 
hers of Fleſh and Blood, be alſo himſelf re om P<rt of the 
ſante, Heb,2.14. And inverſe 16. it is faid; He took on him 
the Seed of Abrabam : But the Margin expreſſes it (more 
agreeably to the Greek, as G. Keirh knows) thus, He ta- 
keth not bold of Anil,” but of the Seed of Abraham he ta- 
keth hold.” Now 1 do not find by G. Whitehead's Anſwer, 
that de denies, that Chriſt took Mans Nature ; but, tha 
he taxes his, Opponents with Confuſion, in two reſpe&gs? 
one, for that they excepted againſt his farmer wordin® 
of their Affertion, thts, Thur ther” Nature jr reſtored in 
Chrift;, and yet chat their Nature is a filthy. Nature, and 
Chbrift took upon him their Nature. The, Other, that, to 
free themſetves from the imputatien of Confukon ig 
theformer, they fay, He might as well have taxed the Apo. 
fl with Confuſion, fr ſaying, Men by Nature ao the this 
«ined 3n the Law, Rom.2.14: And yet by Nature bi. 
dren of wrath, Epheſ.2.3. In which two places, G. Kerb, 
I preſume, wiil not deny the word Nature to be uſed 
very diferemtly. "Now to this, G. Whitebead's Anſwer 
twas, We may juſtly tax th: ſe oy Confuſion indeed, but 
diſcern 


net the Apoſtle ;, for here they c/ 
Nature, and the pure Najure; for the Nature of Chrift 
pure, fo that it's nor their Nature, for their Narure 5s 
fi , and therefore it 15 nt in Chrift (that is, as it h filthy.) 
he 


etween the ſin- 


n hegoes on to ſhew their Confuſion in the other 
part; 4d their bringing that of Rom.2.14. & Epheſ.2.3. 
together, to prove their confuſion, ſhrgerh that -they came 
Meſcgrn berween that Nature by which Men dathe things con- 
tained inthe Law, and that Nature by which Men break the 
Law, and are Children of wrath ; but make as if it were 
all one. Now do not find G: Xtith is able to make any 
great advantage by his Cavil againſt G- \WWhizebead. He 
Dys indeed, Or bl-fſed Lord mighg;pell take on bim. our 
Natare, aud the Nature in us be ſinful, and in him puye and 
boly, But will be ſay, that that Natyre which our Lerd 


= 
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zok on-him was fifa] (or corrupt and filthy) yet wode 
Vhich he.knows were Fo. Horw's terns. But I obſerve 
he rakes occaſion from hence to make Sport with G.W bfft- 
Te Bead and W. Perm their Philoſophy, even ſo far as to ridi- 
4-, Þ cute Divine /nſpiration : For he ſays, he has oft told G, 
Whitehead, that be and W. Penn will needs embrace falſe 
ions in Philoſophy, they will needs ſeem to be Philoſophers 
Divine Inſpiration, as well as Mimifters aud Preachers by 
\ Had not the Philoſophy himſelf ſo much dotes on, and 
ies in, been (as his own phraſe was) a Ditch, and 8 
foul Ditch too, he would bave been more cleanly ig his 
Expreſſion, and- not have made Divine Inſpirs:ion the 
SubjeR of bis Frothy Floue. But it is high time for him 
to rackebore, and deny Divine Inſpiration, if he aſpire 
to Preferment in that Church, againſt which he has for- 
merly ſaid ſo much for it. 
Thus having anſwered all his Quotations againſt @. 
Witchead concerning the holy Manhcod,or DivincE xiſtenge 
and ſpiritual jams. Chriſt in Heaven,zss he is the 
Man, 3 ſhewed that G.Whitehead hath not denied ir,l 
givea few-Inſtances out of G.-Whitebead's Books (thoſe 
eſpecially whichG. Xeirb has pickt his. Cevils out of)to mg- 
nifeſt his owning the Holy Manbood or Bodily Exiftence of 
Chriſtin Heaven, In his Book called The - 7" and Life 
of Chrift within, p.9. refuting the ſlander of his Oppo» 
nent, he: ys, © Falſe it is, That the Quakers Chriſt is not 
* Gods Chrift, or that they deny the Mar Cbrift, or the 
' © Chriſt that isin the Heavens. In his Book called Chrif 
aſcended above the Clouds, p 16. when bis Opponent had 
aſſerted that Chrift canro; quell in Man ; and given this 
2s his Reaſon, For Chriſt is perfe# Man, as well as perfelt 
- God: Hedoes not deny that Chriſt is perfef# Man, as well 
as perfect Go®, but denies the Conſequence, that there- 
fore Chriſt cannot dwell in Man. Mind his Anſwer, 
whichis this ; © Tofly Chriſt cannot dwell in Man, doth 
* pot only oppoſe his Spirituality, Deity and Omnipe- 
* tencyz 
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© teficy ; but alſo is contrary to the Apoſtics plain Te- 
© fimoniesof Chriſts being i= the Saints z:And if be be 
© perf:& God, he can dwell in his People ax he hath pro. 
© miſed ; and ſurely bis being perfef# Man' doth nor pur a 
«Limitation upon him, as a Let or Hinderance to dif. 
© able him from being in his People; whilſt he who was 
« Chriſt, as come in the Fleſh, was alſo truly Jeſus Chriſt 
© within, in his ſpiritual Appearance; and we do net co 
© fine bim under this or thin:particular Name. Again, jy. 17, 
© [prant that Chriſt aroſe with the ſame Body that was cruts. 
©f.d4 and pat'to Death, and that be aſcended in'0 1ory, even 
© the fame glory which he had with the Father bef-re the 
© World began. Many:more Inſtances might be added; 
Bat the Reader'may rake notice, that in-:my laſt Book 
called Truth Defended, (written abont a year agn; #n 


Anſwer to two Books of G. Keiths, and which he hath | 


not: yet replied to) | gave adozen Inſtancesout of thoſe 
Books which G.- Keith has carped at,toſhew that.G.White; 
bea4did own the Manhood of Chriſt ; one of which (ſee» 
ing he hath not taken notice of them); I may ne TNny, 
"referring the Reader to p.161. of that;Book.of minefor 
the r<ſt. That which 1 now repeat; is out of a Book 
called The Chriſtian Quaker, ard . his Droine Teſtimony, 
'Vindicated, Part 2. p. 97. where G. Whitehead (aith, * T'o 
"© prevent theſe Mens ſcruples, concerning our owning 
© the Man Chriſt, or the Son of Man in glory, 1 tell them 
* ſeriouſly, That I do confeſs both to his miraculous Cor. 
© ception, by the Power of the holy Spirit over-ſhadow- 
© ing the Virgin ary ; and 70 bs being born of ber, ac- 
© cording to the Fleſh, and ſo thit he took up2n him a real 
© Body (and nt a fantaſtical) and that he was real Man, 
© come of the Seed of Airabam ; and that he in the days 
© of his Fleſh preacked Righteouſneſs, wrought Mira- 
© cles, was Crucifi d and put to Death by wicked hands; 
© that he was buried, and roſe a724in the third Day, accor- 
+ ding to theSctiptures;z and after he aroſe he appro. 
*c 


£ 
« 
£ 
f 
6 

< 
c 

j 

4 
( 
j 
| 


( 61 ) 
© 24d diverſly, or indivers forms and manners ; he re 
© ,pjearcd romany Brethren, 1 Cor. 15. and afterwas 
y Tiended into Glory; being tranſlated according to the 
© Wiſdom and Powerof the Heavenly Father, and « gls- 
6ifed with the ſame glory which be bad with the Father 
© before the World began, &s. 1s it not ſtrange, Rea» 
der, that G.. Keith ſhould have the. face to charge: G. 
Whitchead with denying the Manbeod of Chriſt, who 
thath ſo often+*and fo plainly confeſſed to-it ? What 
elfe is this but to pin a wrong Belief upona Man, to make 
him ſeems erroneows, whether he will or no? But this: is 
worſt of all in G. Keith, who hath ſo often taken vu 
him to defend our Principles and Us againſt Oppoſers, 
in his former Books ;- And even but lately, .in his Serjous 
Appeal, printed in America, 1692.-in Anſwer to Cortor 
Mather of New-England, baving juſtified G. Whitehead 
and W. Penn, in their Anſwer to Hicks and Falde, ſays, 
p-6. © Ido here ſolemnly charge Corron Marher, .to.give 
* us but one /ingle Inſtance of any One.Fundamental Arti- 
© cle of Chriſtian Faith denied by ns,. as a People, or by 
© ay One of our Writers or Preachers, generally awned 
* and approved by us. And in p.7- he adds, © According 
© rothe beſt knowledge l have of the People called Que- 
© kers, and theſe moſt generally owned by them, as Prea- 
*chers and Publiſhers of their Faith, of unqueſtioned 
© Eſteem amongſt chem, and worthy of donble Hanour, 
© as many ſuch there are, / know none that are gxil:y of any 
© one of ſuch Hereſies and Blaſphemies as be accuſcth 
* them. —— And I think (fays he) I ſhould know, and 
©do know theſe called Quakers, and their Principles, 
© far better than C. A. or any or all his Brethren, havin 
© been converſant with them in Publick Meetings, as w 
© xSinprivate Diſcourſes, with the moſt noted and eſteem« 
-© ed among them, fur about 28 years paſt, and that in 
-© many places of the World in Europe, and for theſedi- 
eyers years in America, This more generally, But with 


reſpe& 
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reſpect more particularly to our owning the Man Chrilt, 
hear what belaid in the Appendix to his Beok of Smme- 
aljare Revelation, 24 Edit. p.1y3- *And here (ſays he) 1 
© give the Reader an Advertiiement, that although the 
* Workds Teachers and Profeſſors of Chrift in the Ler- 
£ ter, accuſe vs'as Deniers of Chr, at leaſt as Man, and of 


> Benefits ard Bleſſings we have by him; yer thatthe | 


* De and Principles of the People called Quekyri,u 
© well as the People, doindeed more acknowledge rhe Men 
* Chriſt Feſws, and do more impure all our Blellings and 
* Mercies that are given usof God, as conveyed unto us 
* through him, unto the Mar Feſw, than any of them all. 
And he gives the Reaſon too. - * [naſmuch, ſays he, as 
4-weto believe and acknowledge that a meaſure\of the 


© ſame Life and Spirit of the Jeſus, which dwelt in ! 
*kimin its Fulneſs, and hadits Center in him which then | 


came in the Fleſh, Oc. is communicated unto us, and 
X-doth extend it ſelf into our very Hearts and Souls, and 
< whole inward Man ; ſo that the Men Feſus, whom Si- 


© meon-einbraced with his Arms, according ts the Fleſh, | 
is, according to the Spirit, our Light, and Life, and 

*Glory. And (inp. 246.) thus I hope it may appear, | 
* how much more we own Chriſt Jeſus, not only as God, | 


© bat as Ad, and that both inwardly and outwardly ; 
© for through the Meaſure of the Life of Feſus Chriſt, 
© as Man made manifeſt in ns, we have immediate Fellow- 
©* ſhip and Union with the Man Chrift Feſus alſo with- 


© ont us, whois aſcended into-the Heavens. He has ' 


done, he fays, as to the Obje# of Faith, at aſt at pre- 
fent; and ſo have Il. Whereia | obſerve he charges not 
PV. Penn at all direfly, ner otherwiſe than as having 
ewned thoſe Books of G. YVY/vitcheads, out of which. 
Keieb pretends to prove his Charge. Bur before I fol- 
low him to his next Head. I would Nore to the Rez- 
 yviler, thatall he hath ſaid, or can ſay, againſt G. White- 

bead or W. Perm, concerning their denying Chris Bs 
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Objett of Faith, either as God'or Man, he bitmſelf hath 


it, | 
we # plainly and fully overthrown, by a Story he tel)s ih p. 
)1f 38. of his Narrative, where he-fays, that in the Year, 


1678. three Perſons ( whom he calls Quakers, butwill .. - 
not Name) did blame him for ſaying, it was lawful ® 
to pray to Jeſus Chriſt Crucified, and dared him 7 
( be ſays ) to give an inſtance of one Engliſh Qu3» 
ker that, be ever heard pray to. Chriſt. \herenpen 
(ſays he ) W. Penn ſaid, I am-an Engliſh Man, and a 
Quaker, and I own 1 have oft prayed to Chriſt Jeſus, 
even him that was Crucified. And he adds, that G. 
Whitehead to decide the Matter, took the Bible, and 
read, 1 Cor.1.2. To all that cal upon the Lord Jeſas 
Chriſt, beth 'rheir Loyd and ours. This, it ſeems G. 
Whitchead did to prove the lawfulneſs of praying to 
Chriſt Jeſus, even him that was crucified. And this, 
-( whether the Story in all its Circumſtances be true-or 
no) proves beyond gainſaying, againſt G, Keith, that 
G. YVhitchead and YVY. Perm were then ſoundin the” 
Faith, and of a ſound Judgment concerning the Object 
of Faith, Chriſt Jeſus, both as he was God -and as 
he was Man. And that is enough to ſhew, both that 
the Charge it ſelf, of their denying Chriſt, the Objet 
of Faith, is falſe; and that the Quotations G. Keith 
gives for Proofs thereof, out of Books-of theirs (-writ- 
ten moſtly about that time, or not long before.) are 
p*rverted and wreſted.by him to a Sence quite contra- 
ry to their Judgments, who writ them. And there- 
fore ought not by a conſiderate and impartial Reader, 
to be regarded, or received againſt them. | 
He now comes to that which he calls the A# of Ppitb, 
or the Vortue of Faith, which he would have-Peopletbe- 
-heve has been denied, or contradiaed'by YY.- Penn, 
and for Proof refers ( Ner. P- 19.) to a Book of /V. 
Penn's, called, Quakerifm « new Nick-name for old Chyi- 
ſtianiy, written in 1672. in Anſwer to Fob! —_ 
whom 
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led, A moſt partizl and envious Adverſary' (ſerious Ap» 
peal,” p. 60.) and "mentioned with Approbartion 'W, 
| Penn's Anſwers' to him, and in his Book, called; The 
; * Gubt.aion Fhe Words he now- carps at, he takes 
©  , bit of p. 12. of YY. Penn's ſaid Book; where having 


j=; G. Keith firſt tells us what he would have ſaid, if 
he had this to Anſwer, viz. Any Quakeriſm ( ſays he) 


+ and Quakeri/m, fo called { which, though one, he ſers 
in Oppoſition) came into the World ; namely, borh by 
Preaching : But that, by Preaching the Promiſes! Meſſiah, 
and pointing-at his humane Perſon; this, by Preaching 
a Light within. If it be trae, which G. Keith ſays, that 


and in Chriſt withi» at ence, and by one Faith: Yet cer- 
tainly he hath formerly delivered himſelf much other- 
wiſe. And therefore, that he would have given that 
Anſwer which he nog doth, had he b-en then to An- 
ſwer Falds, is vere, 

called, The UVriverſil free Grace of the Goſpel aſſerted, 


© This is the ere and onip Method which ſhould beu 
© by Preachers, for the bringing Peopte into the Faith 
* and acknowledgment of the Chriſtian Religion, Firik, 
* to inform them of this Unwerſal Principle, what it is, 
*and turn them towards it, that they may 0b/erve irs Ope= 
© 1.441011 


whom G. .Xeirh himſelf, within theſe four Years, cal- 


Faith, &c. p. 6. refers his Reader thereto for | 


Tet-down Fald#s Charge, that Chriſtianity was introdu- 
ced by Preaching the promiſed Meſſiah, and pointing at his (| 
humane Perſon ;\ but Quakeriſm by Preachi-g a Light with. | 


I know of, that 1 lekrned,” was introduced- into my Heart * 
both by believing in Chyift without, and in Chriſt within, at | 
once, and byone Faith. Here he Makes a Tranſition from | 
*Preaching to Believing, and from a General, to a Parri- © 
cular. F.Faldo ſhews how (in his Sence ) Chriſtianity | 


', © what he knew, or had learnt of Quakeriſm, was intro- © 
duced into his Heart by Believing in Chriſt withour, | 


rrlikely, ſeeing in 2 Book of bis, 
(Printed but the Year before, viz. in-1671. ) he ys, 
ed - 
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-Y * ration in mes as it appeareth againſt the Luſts of this 
P* & © World, and for Righteouſheſs and Temperance: And 
Vi B © ſoas wiſe Builders, to lay this true Foundation in its P20- 


© yer place; and as wiſe Husband-men and Planters to 
© plece this Divine Seed, where it ought to be, in order to 
© its growth, that it may ſpring upin them, and the Life, 
© Power and Vertue of God in it may be felt ; And this 
© will naturally bring People to own the Scriptures, &c. and 
© troown Chriſt in the Fleſh, his miraculous Birth, his Do- 
* frine, Miracles, Sufferings, Death, Reſurrecticn and 
© Afcention,&c.p.92. And thus,(ſays he again,p 93.)Men 
© ſhould b2 Firſt turned towards this inward Principle, 
© Light, Word and Seed of the Kingdom, which being in 
© them, and they.coming to feel ir there, they may the 
© more readily be perſwaded toown and believe it. And 
* as they come ſo to joyn to it,that it ſprings up in them in 
* the Light and Glory thereof, they will ſee and feel the 
* Scripture,and the things therein declared,to be of God, 
© &c.—And this is good Merhod and Order in the prea- 
© ching of the Golpe] S9 that it is evident, faith he, 
© ——that.we have the Br and Dnlp True 4ebod in 
3 <inour Wordsand Writings, Firlf to turn People to 
8 © the Light, that they may believe it, —and cher: to di- 
© © red them to, and inform them of the Scriptures, and 
© things therein declas ed;, which they cannor receive, be- 
* lieve, or underſtand, but inthe Divine Light. And in 
his Book called The Way to the City of God, (written in 
the year 1669, though nor printegþtill 1678) p.3. ſpea- 
king of Chriſts comiag both 0s, and Ixwardly, he 
faith, © The knowledge of. this /nward comirg is that 
* which is the Mozz Needful, and in the- Firfl place, 
© as being that by which the true and comfortable uſe of 
* his Oz:ward Coming, is alone ſufficiently underſtood. 
And in p.154. having ſaid, * That this is the Dnin True 
* and effeftual wgy of knowing the Uſe and Work of his 
* Coming, and Suferings, and Death, in the 0:tward, by 

E © turning 
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* turning and having our Minfs turned inward unto him- 
ſelf near and in our hearts, in the holy ſeed, to know 
© by an inward Feeling and good Experience, his Doings 
*and Sufferings in vs, by being made conformable h 
© therennto. He adds, p.156. © And therefore, "This 
© the True Method and Oraer, which we have found great- M 
* ty bl-ſed of God, which the Lord hath raught ws to hold Ml ©; 
* forth unto People, whereby they attain unto Holineſs, 
©to a being made conformable unto the holy Life of Je- ; 
©ſus Chriſt, and come to know the true and great End 7 
A, © and Uſe of his outward Coming, viz. Jn the Firſt 5 
; * placeco point and turn their Minds unto the Light of F - 
k 

] 

l 

f 

| 
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© jeſus Chriſt, who bath enlightened them and every one, | 
* and hath ſown a Seed of his Light, Life and Spirit, in 
© every one, unto which Seed they ſhould give the moſt 
*inward of their Hearts. The Reader may ealily ſee 
the difference between G. Keith ther, and G. Keith now, 
Now he fays Quakeriſm was introdrced into. his heart, 
by believing in Chriſt without, and in Chriſt within, at orce, 
and by ozc Faith. But then he told us, The T7#e and ©nip 
Aethed, yea, not only the be#, but the only true Metliod 
of Preaching, for the bringing People into the Faith and * 
acknowledgment of the Chriſtian Religion, is Ftrff 
which word he repeats over and over, again-and aza'r) 
and fn the Firf place to inform them of this Univer- 
fal Principle :(the Light wichin) ſo that they may be- 
heve it ; and not only ſo, but may alfo obſerve its oper a- 
tion in them, This he then made the Chief thirg, the . 
Firſt thing, the Firſt ſtep, (the IntrodvRtion) in the 7:ghr, 
the beft, the tr«e, the only erue Method and Order of Prea- 
ching the Goſpel. And ther, viz. after this inward Prin- 
ciple, this Lighc within, is preached, received, believed, 
and-its operation within obſerved, than to dirc& them 
to, and inform them of the Serjprures, and things therein 
declired, which, ſaid he, they cannot receive, believe, 
or underſta:.d, but in the L ivine Light. So that what- 
ever 
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ever he may now pretend he would have anſwered ta 
Faldo's Charge, (:$ be c:1I- it) if he would have anſwer- 
ed according to what be hath formerly writ, he muſt 
have acknow edged ihat Quakerifm (as it is called) way 
introduced by Preaching the Light of Chriſt within, tho? 
not in 0) po/ition to Chrilts Appearance without, in that 
Body of Fleſh wherejn he ſuffered; which HW. Pexn took 
particular care to expreſs. 
Now let us again ſet down Fald:'s Exception, and I. 
Pens Anſwer to it, ſo faratleaſt, as G. Xeith cites it. 
F,Faldo ſaid, Chri/t anity was introduced by preaching the pro- 
miſed Mcſlias, and pointing «t his Humane Perſon; but Quae 
kerijm, by preaching a Light within. To this, ſaid /7, Penn, 
I anſwer, 7 bat: this ts I —— ro the Quakers at all, 
but big hly on their ſide; for had they preached a Chriſt now 
coming in the Fleſh, they had denyed bis True, and only Great 
Viſible Appearance at Jeruſalem, which all true Lugker s 
own ( let that be marked by the way ) ſi:ce then they be= 
lieve tha: appearance, and therefore need not Prench what 


© 532: not ro be ag am ; and that the whole Chriſtian World kee 


ſides, have ſo long ard lazily depended on it, without their 
Thirſt mg after bus Inward tioly Appearance in the Conſcience, 
&c. ThereG. Ke«thſops, and having made a falſe and 
envious Comment upon it, 7.20, he lays, But let we 
a7ain read out the intire paragraph, yet reads no more 
bur theſe tew words ( being the imperfect part ofa ſen-, 
tence he read before ) Since then they bilieve that Appea- 
rance, but therefore need not Preach what is rot to be again: 
and thcre ſtops, ſaying, There it clinches. But wjth his 
leave, or withour, I ſhall Tranſcribe more of W, Penn's 
Anſwer, as what, I think conduces much ro the opening 
of his meaning in this; for after he hath in mary particu- 
lars, ſet forth the Efets and Benefit of Chriſt's laward, 
Holy \ ry in the Conſcience ; he adds, * Since he has 
© been {o much talked of, and depended 09, as to bis then 
* viſible manifeſtation of himſelf, and ſo lir:!e, If ar all, 

E 2 * difired 
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© deſired after, as to his ſpiritual and inviſible coming in- 
* to.the hearts of Men, to finiſh Tranſgreſſion, and bring 
© in Everialting Righteouſneſs ; therefore God raiſed us 
* up, and weare row gone forth into the World, to de. 
© clare, That he is ſpiritually manifeſted, as then fuly in 
* that Body, ſo now meaſurably in the Conſcience of all 
© People, « Divine Light, reproving every unfruitful 
© Work of Darkneſs: So that here is the 45ſchref, ſaith 7 
© he, the Malice and Ignorance of our Encmies do us in þ 
© this World, that becauſe we ſpeak ſo much of, and | 
© preach up and write for Chriſt's Inward and Spiritual | 
© Appearazce, as a Light to Mankind, therefore they con- 5 
* clude with a mighty confidence, that we deny his & 
© outrard Coning, Life, Death, Reſurreition, and Aſcenſion, | 
© and the Brnefi's thereof : O Darkneſs #r jeif ! We have 
© our Witneſs with the Lord of Heaven and Earth, that 
© we own him to be the Saviour General of the whole World, | 
© as to that Appearance, and tha: he ob:a;ned precious Gifts | 
© for Mer; but we ſay, (and our Adverfarics have not KB 
* wherewith reaſonably to unſay it) that Firft, the Diving 
* Liobt, Life, or P:wer that ſhined ihrough that Llefſed Pan- 
hood, was excell-ntly the Saviz:r, and the Manhood 
© but Inſtrumentally.—— And Secondly No Man or Wo- 
* man inthe World is favingly benefited by his then ap- 
© pearing as 4 Savioxr, &c.. but as every ſuch individual 
© Perſon comes to experience his Internal manifeſtation, 
*toconvince, condemn, wound, heal, break, bind up, 

© flay, make Alive, in the Nerzeſs of the Spirit. T his is the 
"ſtate of Right Redemp:icn and Sa'va'ion, and thus is he 
* particularly a Saviour, and every ſuch one is greatly be- 
*nefited by him, as he was, in that former Appeararee, 
* the gezeral Saviour of Mankind, Now mind how he 
Eoncludes, * Behold then, O ye that are /-partial / how 
© unworthily he hath inj-red us, to make People b-licye 
"that we teſtifie to Chriſt's /-ward Appearance, in Opjo- 
* ſition to, and denial of his Outward; which w far f1om our 

© hearts, 


- 
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© hearts, ſo much a to conceive, The like may well be 
ſaid concerning G. Keith, Bchclt, O ye that are lmpar- 
tial ! how wnwo: thily he hatn i-jured 5, Pirrry, to endeas 
your to make Pcople belive that he wonld have Chriſts 
Birth, Death, Reſurrection, Aſienſion,,Cc. thrown over 


8 the Shoulicr (as hi. P-oraſe is) given up, and buried in 


Ollijvion from Poitcrity, v bici 1s the wicked Comment 
he makes upon, ard falſe Conſequence he draws from 
W. Penn's words, though fr from WY, Penx's heart, fo 
much as to conceive ; and indeed iar from his Practice 
too: For it is well known (and G. Keith himſelf cannot 
be ignorant) that W. Penn (as well as other Miniſters a- 
monglt the Quakers) kath many times in Preaching 
commemorated the miraculous Birth, Holy Life, admi- 
ruble Afiracles, and moſt heavenly Doftrines of the Afar 
Chriſt Jeſus, while he was on Earth, and pathetically 
ſet forth his Sufferings, Death, Reſarre&ion, and Aſcenſion, 
with the bleſſed Effects, and great and manifold Benefits 
that ariſe and accrue therefrom,unto all them that right» 
Iy receive him, believe in him, and obey him. So that 
had I. Pern's Words been an.bigu-re, and liableywith- 
out wreſting, to ſuch a conftrudion : Yet ſince his X=own 
Prattice explaincd his meaning to be altogether contra- 
ry to what OG, Keith would faſten on him, it was moſt. 
injriouſly and anworthily Cone of G, Keith, to ſuggeſt ſo 
falſe and ſo baſe a thing. But reither will W. Penn's 
Words rightly taken, bear or admic it. For it muſt be 
conſidered, that as F. Faldo*s Objection againſt Quaker- 
iſm (a3 hecalled it) lay in the different way or manner of 
#ntroducing Chriſtianity of old, and Quakeriſm of later 
years: So likewiſe muſt W. Penn's Anſwer thereunto be 
underſtood to relate to the way or manner of introdu- 
Cing each. © Now touching the Introduttion of Chriſtia- 
nity, Faldo ſaid it was by Preaching the promiſed Meſ- 
ſtas, and pointing at his humane Perſon» This related 
to the yery time wherein he came, or when he was but 
E 3 newly 
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newly come, and it was the m4 Controverſie of that 
time, and that. whereon the Minds of Men did hang in 
ſujpence, Whether he who was then come, was indeed 
the Meſſias that was promiſed ; and therefore it was 


more eſpecially nec<dful ar the firſt 1:trodu@:on of Chris | 


ſtianity, to aſſect and d:zmonſtrate that he who was then 
come, and did ſuffer on the Croſs, was indeed the pro- 


miſ d eſſias. But it is no prejadice at all to Quaker- 
iſm (to called) or to the Quakers, that, when tie Be» B 


li:f of this had generally 0b:aized, and was held throughs 
out that. part of the World which is called Ciriftizn, 
they were raiſed up, and brought forth with a Teſtimo- 


ny, not ſo mediatcly and prineip.ally to the Outward * 


Appearance of Chriſt (the promiſed M. ſas) in that Bo» 
dy of Fleſh, at Fer»jalem, (the Belief whereof was ſtill 
generally retained ) as to his inward and ſpiritual Appear- 

ance ( and that too as the promiſed M:ſſiab) by the in- 
- ſhining of his Divine Light in thz Hearts of Men and 
Women, the belief and knowledge of which was well 
nigh loſt in the World For it was as ſuitable and fir 
that Quakeriſm ſhould be jiztroduced (C or rather, that 
Chriſtianity) Nick named Quaer:ſm, ſhould be re-intro- 
augcd) into the World, by Prezching up that inward 
Appzarance of Chriſt ; which was to give it a Re-intro- 
auRtion, as Chriſtiani'y was at the firſt inireduced by 
Preaching up that c:waerd Appearance of Chriſt, which 
was then to give it its firſt [ntroduftion, 

Upon this Conſideration was H/. Pexn's Anſwer 
grounded : For Fa/do endeayouring to urchriſtien Oua- 
keriſm, becauſe it was not introduced by Preaching the 
Jame Appearance of Chriſt, by which he ſaid Chriſfti- 
anity was i:troduced at firſt, To this 1 Anſwer ( faid 
W. Perm) that this is nothing injurious to the Quakers 
at all, but highly on their ſide : For had they preach- 
ed a Chriſt now coming in the Fleſh ( or then newly 
came, which was done at the frft 1ntroduftion of Chri. 
lianicy ) 
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ſtianity ) they had denied his true and only great viſible 
Appearance at Jeru/alem,which all true Quakers own. I hey 
ha * not Chrilt to Preach as now coming, or newly come 
in the Fleſh, as the firſt Promulgators ot the Goſpel Li 
penſation had ; But they had Chriſt to preach as now 
come, and coming in Spirit, by bis Divine Light in the 
Hearts of People, which there was noneed of his coming 
avain in the Fleſh, to re-iztroduce. Therefore ſaid W. 
Penn (ince they ( the Quakers) believe that Appearance 
( of Chriſt in the Fleſh at Fer»ſalem ) and the whole 


Chriſti an World nor only believe it, but depend (though 


not rightly) on it, and therefore they need not preach what 
}s not to be again (that is, they necd not Preach that 
with reſpect to the Afſerting, Evincing, Proving, Demons= 
ſtra't:g, or Confirming the Doftrime or Meſſage, which 
they bring, of the #»ward or ſpiritual Arpearance of Chriſt, 
Not that it 1; n2tneedfal, thzt the Doftrine of Chriſt's 
Incarnation, Birth, Life, Suffcrings, Death, Reſurre- 
Qtion, Alcenſion, &c. ſhould be f;{ preached ( which 
is the wnjuſt and malicious Inference, G, Keruh would 
draw from W. Pen's* Words ) Bur that as it was. not 
the End of the Quake: s being raiſed up as « Peojle, that 
they ſhould only inform the Chriſtian World, that Chriſt, 
the promiſed Meſſiah, was come, and had ſuffered, in 
that Body at Fernuſalem ( of which the Chriſtian World 
( ſo called } hath chrough all Ages ſince, had at leaſt an 
hiſtorical Knowledge and Bilief: ) So fince that was ſo 
generally believed, and was not to be tran/alted over again, 
in order to introduce his ſpiritual Appearance, there was 
n0 leed on that Account ( that is, for the aſſerting, or 
proving his ſpiritual Appearance) ro preach again bis 
outward Appearance ( which was belicved already ) wn- 
ul his inward ApPzarance was preacht, received, bclieved 
in and ſubje&:d to; and rher ( which according to G. 
Keith himſelf, is the beſt and only true Method ) to di- 
rect them to, and jnform ou of the Scriptures, _ 
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the things therein declared, which he ſaid well, they 


cannot receive, belicve, or underſtand ( aright ) but 


in the Divine Light, And this, he ſays, will natural- 


ly bring People to own the Scriptures, and things there- | 


In contained, to own Moſes and the Prophets, —and to 
own Chrilt in the Fleſh, his Miraculous Birth, his Do- 
Ctrine, Miracles, Sufferings, Death, Rcſurrection and 
Aſcenſion, together with the wonderful End and De- 
ſign of God therein, &c. Univerſa! Grace, p. 92, 93, 
Beſides G. Keith might have read, p. 5. of W. Pens 
QOuakeriſm a new Nick-#ame, &c. that W. Pexn ſays, 
© Theoutward Hiſtory of Chriſt's excccding Love to 
© Mankind,deſerves all humble and reverent Credit, as 
* a Godly Tradition, and it ſhould for «vcr bind Men to 
© receive,and fear, and worſhip him. This ſufficiently 
ſhews YVY. Penn was not for having the Hiſtory of 
Chriſt's outward Appearance in the Fleſh, and whzt he 
did and ſuffered therein for Mankind, thrown away,and 
buried in Oblivion from Poſterity, bnt that it ſhould 
be preached, and kept in remembrance through all Ages, 
that it might bind Men for ever to receive, and fear, 
and worſhip him. So that G. Kezjth is doubly unjuſt, 
not only in perverting YY. Perrys Words, but infcr- 
ring that YF. Pez world have ChrifPs cutward Com- 
ing, Death, &c. thrown over the ShoulCer, given up 
and buried in Oblivion, when as not only FY. Penn's 
Words laſt cited imply the contrary, but even upon 
G. Keith's own Principle juſt before recited, the Preach- 
ing the inward Appearance of Chriſt { which he alſo 
fays, according to the cnly rr#e Method, ſhould be firſt 
Preached ) will naturally bring Pcople to own Chriſt in 
the Fleſh, and the things declared of him-1jn the Scrip- 
tures. But 6G. Keith is the more to be blamed for urg- 
ing this againſt YY, Pemn now, in as much as it is 
(with reſpeCt to the Snbſtance of it) an Objc&ion he 
hath formerly mace, and t9 which 1 anſwered at large, 
ig 
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in a' Treatiſe of mine, called, An Epiſtle to Friends, 
Printed in 1694. from p. 51. to P- $6. Ard again in 
another Book of mine, called, A further Diſcovery, 
Printed the ſame Year, from p. 93. to p. 98. Which 
latter is one of thoſe Bcoks G. Kc:h hath not replied 
to. 
He taxes /Y, Penn with uncharitable Dealing in ſay- 
| ing above, The whole Chriſtian VYVorld has lazily depended 
on it, Is there none, ſays he, in the Chriſtian VVorld but 
the Quakers, that thi- ft after the Poacr of God in their 
Souls ? I was neva fo wncharitable to think ſo, cryes he. 
But had ho had either Charity or Jujtice, he would not 
have thought VF. Pern by ſaying the whole Chriſtian 
World, intended every individual Perſon in the Chriſti. 
an World. When the Apoſtle Fob: ſuit, The whole 
VVorld lieth in wickedn(ſs, 1 John 5. 19. Did he mean 
there was not oze Perſon inthe whole World, but what 
lay in Wickedneſs? When Fobn faid, All the VPorld 
wondred after the Beaſt, Rev. 13. 3- Did he mean every 
individual Perſon in the World ? No ſure, the PYVonax 
that fled into the Wilderneſs, Chap. 12.6. did not won» 
der after the Be:ſt, for ſhe fled from the Beaſt. When 
Mathew ſays, The whole Ci'y came out to meet Je- 
ſus, Mat. 8. 34, Did he mean, that there was never 4 
man nor woman left in the City ? G.Keith knows that that 
way of ſpeaking is Figirative, uſed Syncchdochically, the 
greater part being taken for the whele, And in his Se- 
rious Appeal, in Antwer to Cit, Mathcr, Þ- 9. he could 
urge that by way of Defence, ſaying, The Denomination 
of a thing is taken chieſ'y from that which is the greazeſs 
part; and he might bave taken it ſo here, bad not En- 
mity had too great a part in him: For in p. 7. of the 
ſame Book, W. Per: mentions Churches ( which is more 
extenſive than pai ticular Perſons ) in theſe latter Ages, 
in whom there might once bave been begotten ſome earneſt, 
living Thirſt after the inward Liſe of R1gbtronſneſs, Ks | 
$ 


Ss wy Vw u\u\FF 8 


tt. Fok-. . AS Ak 2a , WW 4 


» 


(74) " 

This G. Keith might well have obſerved, for he 
makes another Cavil out of rhe foregoing part ot this 
yery Sentence, which was this, Þ. 6, 7. The Dyiinttun 
berwixet Moral and Chriſtian, the making Holy Life ligal, 
end Faith in the Hiſtory of Chriſt's ou:ward Manije/t ation, 
Chriſtianity; (fo it ſhould be read, the Weres [ Chriſti. 
«ny and Manifeſtation ] being tranſpoſed and miſpla- 
ced in the Printing, as is obvious ) has been a d adly 
Poyſen theſe latter Ages have been infefted with, to the De- 
Frruttion of Godly Living, and Apoſt atiz.ing of thoſe Church- 
1, in whom there might 0:.ce hve been begotten ſore car- 


neſt, living Thirſt after the inward Life of Righteouſneſs, | 


This Pallage depends upon the different Definitions of 
Chriftianity given by F. Falds, ard W. Penn. F, Falde, 
it ſeems defining Chriſtianity,ſaid, By Chriſtianity we are 
mot to underſtand all thoſe Mattcrs of Farth and Pratt.ceqwhich 
Chriſtianity do:h ollige us unts. This W. Penn excepted 
againlt, as reckoning that All thoſe Matters of Faith and 
Pwattice which Chriſtzanity doth oblage us unto, might well 
paſs for Chriſtianity. Yet Faldo having granted that 
Chriſtianity takes in whatever is worthy in thoſe Religions it 


bath ſuperſed:d ;, yea, the very Heathens, From thoſe | 


Words VF. Pen inferred, T his then dees not make Chris | 


ſlianty a diſtintt thing in kid, frem nhat was worthy, as 
he calls it, that is Godly, among either Jews or Heathen : 
This is in p. 2,3. of Y//. Perr's Book called, Quaker - 
jſm 4 New Nick: name, for Old Chriſtianity ; and having ar- 
gued upon it in Pp. 4, 5, and 6. and ſhewed the hurt 
and miſchief that enſues upon rejefting Moral Vertues 
from being axy part of Chriſtianity, he there concludes, 
in the Words G. Keith carps at, viz, The Diftioftion 
berwixt Moral and Chriſtian, the making Holy Life legal, 
and Faith jn the Hiſtory of Chriſt's cutward Manifeſtation 
Chriſtianicy, kas been a deadly Poyſon theſe latter Ages bave 
been infetted with,to the D:ſtruttion of Godly Lining,&c.As 
tending to per{wade People(tdo apt to beeabily poriws. 
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ded to looſeneſs ) that a bare hiforical Belief al Chrift's 
outward Appearance in the Fleſh, is of are value and 
advantage £o them, than a Vertuous, Pious, Godly Life. 
To this G. Keith tacks another Proof ( as he calls 
it ) againſt W,; Penn, and then makes his RefleQion on 
both together. That other Proof he rakes out of W. 
Penn's Addreſs to Proteſtants, p. 118, 119. thus, For it 
ſeems a moſt unreaſonable thing, that Faith in God and keep 
ino his Commandments, ſhould be n part of the Chriſtian 
Religion : But if a part it be ( 4s upon ſerious Refle tion 
who dare deny it?) then thoſe before and ſince Chriffs 
Time, who never bad the external Law nor Hiſtory, yet 
have done the things contained in the Law, their Conſciences 
not accuſing, nor Hearts condemning, but excuſing thens 
before | are in (onie Tentee concerned in the Chare- 
fter of a true Chriſtian, For Chriſt himſelf preached and 
kept bis Father's Commandments ; he cane to fulfil end not 
to deſt- uy the Law, and that not only in his own Perſon, but 
that the Righteouſneſs of the Law might be alſo fulfiled in 
us, Rom. 8. 4. Now, ſays G. Keith, comes the main thing : 


; Let us but ſoberly conſider, What Chriſt is, and ne ſhall the 


better know, whethe Moral Men are 10 be reckoned Chri= 
ftians, What # Chriſt, but Meekn'ſs, Fuſtice, Mercy, 
Patience, Charity and Virtue, in Perfetion? Can we then 
deny a meek Man to be a Chriſtian? A Fuft, a Mercifad, 
4a Patient, a Charitable and a Virtuous Man, t0 be like 
Chriſt ? G. Keith ſays, In this way of argaing there is 4 
Fallacy. Theſe Moral Vertues, he ſays, are « part of 4 
Chriftian,—and belong 10 the Genus of a Chriſtian, But 
there are two things in the true D:finition of a Han, the 
Genus «nd the Differentia : Thry have the Genus, ſays 
he, but not the Differentia, And, I pray, which is of 
moſt moment in this Caſe, the Genus, or the Differentiat 
To have the Kind and Nature of a Chriſtian, or to have 
only ſome outward Charatter, or diſcriminating Diffe= 
rence, to diſtinguiſh a Chriſtian from a Child of Gods 

as 
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as namelFan hiſtorical Faith of Chriſt's outward Appca- = <; 
rance in the Fleſh at Feru/alen ? But ſince, G. Keith al- oF 
lows theſe Moral Virtues to be part of a Chriſtian, he Y «1 


needed not on this ſcore, have fallen fo foul on W, 
Penn, for he might have obſerved in thoſe Words him- | « 
ſelf has cited, that that which ſeemed to W/. Penn ſo un- 6 
reaſonable a thing, was, That Faith ia God, and keeps e1 
ing his Commandments, ſhould* be no part (that 1s, Fr 
ſhould by ſume be accounted no part)of the Chriſtian Re- 4 
ligion. Ard the Inference ke made, from what he had c 
offered to ſhew it was 4 part of the Chriſtian Religion, c 
was, that, If it be a part (he does not ſay, If it be the c 

whole ). Then thoſe before and ſince Chriſt”s time, who mever c 

had the external Law or Hiſtory, yet have done the things 6 

contained in the Law, &Cc. are in (one degree concer?d i « 

#n the Char after of a true Chriſtian, But for that extra- t 
+ TVagant Inference G. Keith would draw from W. Penn's | 

' Words, -that a Man may be owned to be a Chriſtian, | 
and yet disbelieve that Chriſt is either God or Man, it 
carrics in its front, ro evident Marks of Envy and Inju- 

ftice, to be regarded by any who bear not the ſame 
Marks, For did WV. Penn thcie treat of Jews, Mabo- 
metans, Pagans? Or of ſuch as have a general Faith of 
Chriſtianity, but never adhered to any particular Party, 

as his expreſs Words are in that 118. p, Nay, does he 

not there dirctly mention ſuch as believe in God and 

Chrift ? For ſetting forth the Partiality and Cruelty of 

thoſt profeſſed Chriſtizns, who would renounce a meer 

Juſt Man their Society, and ſend him packing among the Hea- 

then for Damnation, he thug expoſtulates the Cale, © And 

« pray, What's the Matter * Then ſubſuming the Perſon 

of an Oppo?ent, he anſwers, * Why ! though this Per- X 

© ſon bea ſober Liver, yet he is but a general Beitever ; 

© his Faith is at large : *Tis true, He believes in God ; 

* but 1 her Letle of his Faith in Chriſt : Then replies, 

* Very well: Docs he got rherefore believe in Chriſt? ” 
mu 
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© muſt he therefore be without the Pale of Salvation ? Is, 
< ir poſſible that a Man can truly believe in God, and be 
© danined ? But, adds he, * As he that believes in Chriſt, 
© helieves in God, ſo he that believes in God, believes 
in Chriſt: For he that believes on bim that raiſed up Fe- 

" Þ © /us from the Dead, bis Faith ſhall be imputed to bim for 

4 * Righteonſn'ſs, Rom. 4.22, &c, And in p. 119. having 

; enumerated ſevers] Moral Vertues, .and alluding to-the 

ſaying of Wiſdom, Prov. 8. 15. By me Kings Reign, 

| and Princes decree Juſtice ;, ſo may 1 ſay here, ſays he, 
© By Chriſt Men are Meck, Juſt, Merciful, Patient, 
© Charitable and Virtuous. And, adds be, Chriſtians 
© ought to be diſtinguiſhed, by their Likneſs 10 Chriff, 
© and not their Notions of Chriſt; by his Holy Qualifica« 
© tions, rather than their own lofty Profeſſions, and in» 
* vented Formalities. Does not this plainly ſhew, he. 
treated rhicre of thoſe that profeſſed the Chriſtian Re-» 
ligion, preferring ſuch of them, as in their Lives ſhewed 
moſt of Moral Vertue, and true Goodnels, to the higheſt 
Pretenders,and moſt fl uriſhirgTalkers without it?But that 
which (till falls heavy upon G, Keith is,that he ſhould thus 
civil at W,Pern,who himſelf (in his former Books not yet. 
retracted by him) has fe far 6ut-gone IV. Pen on this ſube 
j:&, and has alſo expre{]; ex:eaded Salvation by Chriſt 
tothe Gen'iles, or Heathens, that | new nothi»g of him Outte 
wardly. For inſtance, In his Book, called Cnijverſal 
Grace, Þ. 28.” he ſays, © There was ſuch a Principle in 
* them (ſpeaking of the Gen:zles) whereby they cid the 
* things contained it» the Law. Therefore it was a 
* Principle of the very ſaving Light and Life of Jeſus 
©Chriſt, which is thit Divine Nature mentioned, 
*2 Pet. 1.4, And in p. 29. he ſays, © Theſe Gentiles 
* ©d1d the things contained in the Law, ſo that they 
* were excuſed, yeaand Juſfified, and did receive the 
©Reward of Glory, Honour, and Peacc in ſo doing. 

Again in the ſame p. he ſays, © Indivers of theſe Gen- 

| © rzles 
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© ziles the Seed was raiſed, which is that Divine Na- 


© ture or Birth, by which they did the things contain». 


*ed in the Law, ard fo were Juffified by him wha 
* gave them Power to fulfil it, And inp. 30. Anſwer- 
ing an adverſe Argument, which was this, © There can 
© be no Juſtification without Faith in Chriſt ; but theſe 
« Gentiles had not Faith in Chriſt, therefore, &c, He 
ſays, *I deny the ſecond Propoſition for if they did 
© cleave unto, and believe in the Light, they beljeved 
© in Chriſt, for he is the Light; »07 is the outward Name 
© that which ſaves, but the inward Nature, Virtue, and 


© Power ſignified thereby, which was made manifeſt in } 
©them; and thus js Chriſt eyen that 73 rocis 77 G7, þ 


©that which may or muſt be knownof God, &c. [ conld 
multiply Inſtances of this kind, out of that and other 
Books of his, if it were needful ; but theſe at preſent 

may ſuffice. 
In p. 21. of his Narrat. he recommends to his Au- 
ditory the Book, called, The Chriſtian Quaker, and fo 
do [ to every Body, but with differext Ends: He out gf 
ill-will, I cut of good-mill, to the Truth therein defen- 
ded.” He refers in particular to p. 125, 126, 127. 
which Pages he ſays are beſtow'd to define what a Chri- 
ftian Quaker is; and he Objects, that 5r. all this large 
Definition, there is nt one Word of the Man Chriſt (who 
is God over all bleſſed fo? ever ) to be »he Objet, either of 
this Chriftian Quaker's Faith, Love or Homage. That 
which he calls a Definition of a Chriſtian Quaker, is 
indeed an Anſwer to a Queſtion" put by Tho, Hicks, 
which was, Who be, or they are, that ovey the Light  &c. 
In anſwering which, W. Penn doth not ſo much med- 
dle with Faith and Doftrine, as ſet forth the, Life, 
Praftice and Sufferings of ſuch as truly obey the Light, 
eſpecially in thoſe things wherein they are ated «ver ſly 
from, or contrary to other People : It is therefore no 
prejudice at al, ( nor ought to be objefted ) _ to 
. Penn 
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PV. Penn or the Chriſtian Ouaker, that in that Auſwey 
to Hicks's Queſtion, the Han Chrift is not mentioned as 
the Objef of Faith, &c, ſince the Objett of Faith, &c. is 
n0t there treated of, but preſuppoſed, . and taken for gran- 
ted. Yet G. Keith might have obſerved, that Chriſt 
Feſus was there mentioned, and that with reſpet# ro bis 
Manhood : For in p. 125, The true Quaker, whoobeys 
the Light, is repreſented to be one, * That willingly 
© drinks of the Cap of bitter Mockings, and yiclds to 
© be baptized with the Paptiſm of deep Tryals Chriſt 
* Feſus, his Lord, wdrank of, and was baptized with ; 
which Cp, and Baptiſm, our Lord Chriſt took, and 
was baptized with, as he was Man. And there is alſo, 
in Þ. 127. a Teſtimony born to the Blood .of Jeſus 
Chriſt, and the Vertue of it, in theſe Words, © So is 
* the Light the Juſt Man's Path, that- in every Age till 
© ſhined brighter and brighter, in which the cleanſing 
© Blogd of Feſus Chrift is felt to cleanſe from all Sin, And 
in Ouakeriſm @ new Nick-name, p. 5, and 6. SeB. 8, 
( out of which G, Keith pickt a Cavil but lately anſwer- 
ed) he might have read theſe Words, © Chriſtianity 
© then'is not an Hiſtorical Bilief of the Exterjonr ACts,the 
* true Chriſt did in that bodily Appearance ( which is 
* but hiftorical Chriſtianity )—— But « firm Belief in bim 


W © that appeared, lived, died, roſe and aſcended, 


© both as teſtified in the Scriptures of Truth, and more 
* eſpecially as he breaks in upon the Soul by his Divine 
* Diſcoveries, asthe true Light inlightning every Man. 
This ( faid VF. Penr there) 1 call Chriſtianity. 

His next Cavil is concerning the 44yery of Chriſt, 
with reſpe& to his coming outwardly in that Body, in 
which he ſuffered for Mankind at Fern/ſatem, and his 
coming inwardly in the Hearts of Men, working the 
Work of Repgeneration in them, This he objetted for- 
merly, in his Beok called, The ernue Copy, and I an- 
iwered large'y to it, in mine called Tr#th at 
rom 


($0 


from p. 148. t6 Þ. 155. which he has not replied to; 
*Tis true, he-doth not begin his Cavil now with the 
ſame Quotation he did then; but ( for a blind.) brings 


it in now with a Quotation of ihe ſame Matter in Sub. 
ce, taken out of another Peice, viz. A Preface 19 

the Colleftion of R. Barclay's Book ( which he ſuppoſe; 
and I deny not, was wric by /Y. Perm) and then claps 
his former Quotation ( out of Y/. Penn's Rejoynatr to 
Faldo) behind it, to ſupport it, taking no notice that 
I had anſwered ir before. This in him was neither In- 
genuous nor Fair. He ſhould have anſwered my Book, 
before he had renewed the Charge therein anſwered, 


But inſtead of that, he conceals that it was already an- | 


ſwered, and propoſes it as anew thing, asif it had not 
.been anſwered before. Now, ſeeing he hath dealt fo 


unfairly, I ſhall take the leſs notice of what he now ſays | 


*.in the Caſe, but (that I may not «fm: agere ) ſhall re- 
fer the Reader to my former Anſwer, in the Book and 
Pages abovementioned ; yet not wholly paſs by what 
he ſays here. 

Firft, I obſerve he quarrels with //. Penn for ſay- 
ing ( upon 1 Tim: 3. 16. Great js the Myſtery of Godli- 
neſs, God manifeſt in the Fliſh, &c.) * And if the Apo- 
© {tle ſaid it of the Manifeſtation vf the Son of ,God in 
© the Fleſh, if that be a Myſery_( and if a Myſtery, it is 
© not to be ſpelt out but by the Revelation of the Spi- 
© rit ) how much more, &s. . From hence G. Keith ins 
fers, YV. Penn doth 10: ſay it is a Myſtery, but be puts 
three Ifs rost., This ObjeCtion is childiſh, in all but the 


Malice of it; For G. Keith knows VF... Pern hath al- / 


* ways acknowledged bs: Manifcſtztion of Chriſt in the 
outward Body of Fleſh in which he ſuffered at Feruſalem, 
to be a very great and wonderful Myſtery. And he, and 
every one elſe, that underſiands Words aright, knows, 
that, the Particle /f izth divers Signifcations, ſome- 
times it is Conditions!, ſometimes Dupizative, ſometimes 
Coneeſ- 
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Conceſſive, or Granting. Of which there are plenty of 
Iaſtar.ces in Scripture, Rom. 11.6, If by Grase, then no 
1s more of /Vorks. The Apoſtle there cannot be ſuppoſed 
)-Y to dewbr or queſtion, much leſs to deny, that the Ele- 
oY ion is of Grace, for he poſitively affirm?d it in the verſe 
:; @ before, So ver. 12. If the fall of them (the Jews) be 
3 & the Riches of the World, &c. how much more their 
0 Þ Fulneſs? ver. 16. If the firſt Fruit, and the Root be 
t W Holy, fo the Lump, fo the Branches. ver. 21. If God 
- F ſpared not the natural Branches, &c. 1 Pet. 4. 17, 18. 
, & /f it C Judgment ) firſt begin at us, —And sf the Righ- 
. & teous ſcarcely be ſaved, &c. 2 Pet. 2. 4, 5. 1f God ſpa» 
- & red not the Angels that ſinned, but caſt them down to 
: & Hell, Sc. And ſpared not the old World, but ſaved 
|  Noab, &c. Might not G. Keith as well have charged 
i} the Apoltle with denying or doubting, that God ſpared 
\ | not the Angels that ſinned, and the old World ? Yet 
upon this, he asks, Pray was our bleſſed Laird a meer 
Sbell ? Wat he like the Shell of an Egg without the Meat 
of an Egg? I anſwer no; He was ner a meer Shell, nei- 
ther was he like the Shell of an Egg, either without the - 
Meat, or with it : For he was ful of Grace and Truth, 
John 1. 14. Aud in -bim dwelleth all the Fulneſs of the 
Godhead bodily, Col. 2.9. For it pleaſed the Father that in 
bim ſbeuld all Fulneſs dwell, chap. 1. 19. 

Again He asks, Was there any Holineſs ever in any Pro- 
Phet or Apoſtle, but it is like a Drop to the Ocean ts what 
was in our bleſſed Lord ? If it were or could be leſs than 
a Drop to the Ocean, that affets not us in this Caſe : 
For we draw no Compariſon between the Holineſs that 
was in him, and that whiich is, or ever hath been, in 
any-ef the Saints, with reſpect to the Degrees thereof, 
Grant it to be the ſame in Natzre and Quality, and it 
ſoffices, which a Drop is with the Ocean. But G, Keith's 
Compariſon in his Marginal Notes in this p. 21. run 
higher in Degree than a'Drop to the Ocean. For he ys 
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The ſame Seed and Life is in us which wasin the Man Chriſt, 
and is in bim in the Fulneſs,23 Water in the Spring,ardin us as 
the Stream; hich is more han a Drop,and bears more pro» 
portion in q#4ztity to the ſpring it lows from,than a Drop 
does to the Ocean, Again he ſays, As rhe natural Life 4s in 
all the Members, but more principally in the Had and Heart, 
without any Diviſion; ſo tins ſpiritcal Life and Nature is both 
in Chriſt our. Head, and in us, by which he awellethin nr, as the 
Spirit of Man doth in the Body. But is the diſproportion as 
great,in the natural Body, between the Life ia the Member, 
and in the Head & Heart,as between a Drop and the Ocean? 
He ſuggeſts, that W. Penn compares the Wark of Re. 
generation to the Incarnation of our Loyd, ſo as to «qual, 
yea, prefer it, with reſpe# to Holineſs, and thereupon ſays, 
Nar. p. 22. 1 Appeal to you ( the Auditors) wherher ir 


it not a moſt abominable Error, and whether jt doth not ma Þ 


every regenerate. Man not only equal 10 the Man Chriſt, 


but greater ? for, ſays he, VVe truly value ary Man as more } 


Holy, according as the Manifeſtation of God is mare in oxe 
Alan than in another. Now this 1s a great abuſe in him, 
For tl;e Compariſon { if he will have it to be one.) was 
not originally #. Penr's, but his Adverfariesz and ic 
lay not between the Incarnation of Ch:iſt, and the Work of 
Regeneration : But between the drfficalty of Believing the 
one, and Experiencing the other, So W, Penn underſtood 
F. Falas at firſt; and thereupop ſaid, *Regeneraticn 
* is a ſlight thing ( mcaning with 7. Falds)) in Com- 


© pariſon of the Knowledge of Ciriſt after the Fleſh. 
(Mark that) He did not ſay, in Compariſon of Chriſt, 


after the Fleſh : But in Compariſon of the Knowledge of 
Chriit afcer the Fieſh. And thereupon - he acdcd, 
© The Hiſtory is made (viz. by 7. Faldo) the great- 
© eft Myſtery: And tobelzeve the one, matter of great- 
© er difficulty, than to Experience the other. Regoynaer, 
P- 33S. The Compariſon here lay not between the-Diz- 
ni. y or Excelle.cy of Chril.'s Incarnation in that Body 

. Which 
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which he took of the Virgin, and his ſpiritual Formati* 
04 an! Birth in his Saints ( which is intended in the 
Word [ Rezener ation : | But between the dificalty of 
Beligving the one, and of Experiencing the other. on 
ther would the Compariſan between the Incarnation 
of our Lord Chriſt, and the Work of Regeneration 
( had ſach a Compariſon been wade ) have been with 
reſpe to the Degrees of Holineſs in each: But with re- 
ſpect to the greatneſs of the Myſtery in the one, and in 


the other, which depended not fimply upon the Holt- 


neſs in either. For though this Myſtery of the Incar= 
nation of Chriſt, be by way of Emphaſis, or ExceMency, 
to diſtinguiſh it from other Myſteries, called by the A= 
poltle, The Myſtery of Godlineſs, as being a great pare 
of that great Myſtery: Yet it is not properly called a 
Myſtery from the Perfelt;on of Holineſs that was in 
him ; but from the wonderful and miraculous Manner 
of his Conception, &c. not ealily to be apprehended by 
humane Underſtanding. In which ſenſe alfo, and for 
which Reaſon, the ſpiritual Union betwixt Chriſt and his 
Church, is by the ſame Apoſtle called, A great Myſtery, 
Eph. 5. 32. Ard in 1 Cor, 15. 51. The Apoſtle treat- 
ing of the Reſurrection, ſaith, Behold, I ſhew you 4 | 


Fery, we ſhall vot all ſleep, but we ſhall all be changed. -* 


The Myſtery terelay not in the point of Holineſs ; but 
in the ftrangeneſs of the thing, that whereas the gene- 
ral Change is made by Death, ſome ſhould be changed 
without dying, We ſhail not all Sle:p, ( that is, we 
ſhall not all Dy: ; Sleep, in this Senſe, being a Synozims 
of Death, Dan. 12, 2. John 11,11. and 14.. Ats 7. 60. 
and 13. 36. 1 Theſl. 4- 14.) but we ſhall all be chan- 
ged. So that the plain import of W._ Penn'S'Words is 
but this ; Seeing the Incarnation of Chriſt, which was 
his outward Appearance in the World, being outward- 
ly born of, and brought forth by a Virgin, was called 
a Myſtery, becauſe of the extraordinary and ſupernas 
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tural Way and Manner of his Conception: Much more 
may the Work of Regeneration, Chriſt's being formed 
in the Saints, Gal. 4- 19. (So that according to G. 
Keith himſelf, they are his Mother that bring him forth 
by a Spiritual and Divine Birth, Afar. 12. 49, Way caſt 
4p, P- 111.) be called a Myſtery, ſeeing it is wholly 
inward and ſpiritual in its Operation, and conſcquent- 
' Iy more remote from outward Senſe, and harder to be 
comprehended by hamane Underſtarding. In which 
W.' Penn would not in any reſpett, leſſen that great and 
glorious Work of God in the Incarnation of our Lord 
and Saviour Jeſys Chriſt : But would exalt the glorious 
Work of Chrift in his Saints. And as plain alſo it is, 
that the Scope and Drift of thoſe Words of W. Penx 
both here, and in his Rejoynder to Falds ( which I have 
Anſwered elſewhere) was to perſwade People not to 
reft barely in an biftorical Belief of Chriſt's Incarnati- 
on, and Manifeſtation in that Body of Fleſh, wherein 
” he ſuffered at Feruſalem, and obtained Redemption for 
all them that ſhould lay hold on him by a living Faith : 
But to come to that living Faith, that thereby they might 
experimentally know, and witneſs the great Work of 
Regeneration, to be wrought in them, Chriſt to be ſpiri- 
rally formed in them, and to dwell in their Hearts by 
Faith; without which, the moſt exaQt literal Know- 
ledge of the Hiſtory of Chriſt's Incarnation, Sufferings, 
* Death, ReſurreQion and Aſcenſion, will ftand them in 
- No ſtead, but add to their Condemnation. 
- He taxes VV. Penn with thinking it 6: a matter of little 
or no difficulty to believe, that God ſent Chriſt to die for Sin- 
- ners, and to reconcile God to Men by his Death, How lit- 
tle of difficulty there is in barely and biftorically believing 
this, the Common Faith of all that part of the World 
calle1 Chriſt'an ſhews, wherein all Profeſſions, and the 
mnt profligate and prophane in any Profeſſion, doth ſo 
believe it. And though G. Keith talks of a true ſaving 
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Faith, and ſays, Nar. p. 23. None of all the Church 
of England Men, Indepenoents, or Prezoyterians, ſay, the 
meer Hiſtorical, Literal, Tradiitonat, Faith of Chriſt, will 
ſave any + Yet I think it may, without breach of Chari- 
ty, be doubrcd, that roo many in ſome, at leaſt, of thoſe 
Profeſſions, have no other ; and certain it is, W, Penn's 
words rel.ted chiefly to /ach : For he ſays, in the place 
quoted by G, Keith, At this rate the L02d, Z£ord- 
Crier is highly priviledged, alluding therein to the 
words of Chriſt Mat. 7. 21. Not every one that ſaith 
wnto me, Lord, Lard, ſhall enter into the Kingdom of Heas« 
ven: But be that doth the Will of my Father which is in 
Heaven, From which, and his Anſwer in v. 23. Then 
will I profeſs unto them, I never knew you ; depart from 
mes ye that work Iniquity; It is evident that theſe knew not 
him aright, nor had rrue Faith in him, notwithſtanding 
their ht2b pretences,of having Propheſied,caſt out Devils, 
and done many wonderful things in his name, v. 22. 
Again, G. Keith, ſays; p. 23. The matter is, there is 4 
ſaving Faith of Chriſt without «s; there he ſtops, as ts 
ſaving Faith, but too ſhort : For Faith of Chriſt with 
our us, (1. e. a Belief of all Chriſt did and ſaffcred in 
that outward Body, which he took of the Virgin) with- 
out Faith in Chriſt wichin (1. &. a receiving Chriſt - 
by Faith into the Heart, to cleanſe the Heart, and 
by his precious Blood to purge the Conſcience 'frga 
dead works, to ſerve the living God) will not prov- a 
ſaving Faith. Then he goes on, ſaying, And Chrift 
Without us, as he is bath God and Man, the Emanuel, as 
well as bis inward Appearance in us, is the Objett of ſaving 
Faith ;, but theſe Men would not own it, If by theſe Men 
he means, either the Quakers in general, or any of choſe 
- he bas traduced by name, his Charge is falſe. We own 
Chriſt withowr, as he is both God and Man, joyntly and 
together with his inward appearance in th: Heart, to 


be the Objett of ſaving Faitit to all thoſ:, to whom 
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"the knowledge of his outward Appearance bath come. 
But inz{much as a great part of Mz':kin:{ harh not the 
Knowledge of that outward Appearance of Chriſt, and 
What he therein did and ſiffere4; Chriſt withboug, with 
refpect to his Manhood, and what he Cid and luffered 
ic that prepared Body, cannet be the Objet of Faith to 
ſuch, until revealed to them. And therefore if G. 
Keith, will yet admit thar ſuch have been, or may be 
ſaved, (and conſequently that they had, or may have 
ſaving Faith, without which none can be ſaved, becauſe, 
Without Faith it is impoſſible to pleaſe God, Heb. 11.6.) he 
muſt grant the 0bjet of their Faith to be, not that owt- 
ward Appearance of Chriſt in the Fleſh, but his #ward 
Appearance and Manifeſtation in and by his Divine 
Light, Life, Word, and Power, in their Hearts. I 
ſay, if he will ye: admit it, b«cauſe he has of late ſo 
turned and wheePd about from his former Principles, 
that one knows not where to find him. In his Way to 
the City of God, p. 125. he ſaid, *Even at Man's Fall, 
© the Seed of the Woman was given, not only to bruiſe 
© the Serpents Hzad, bnt alſo.to be a Lamb, or Sacrifice, 
* toattone and pacific the Wrath of God towards Men. 
* And thisi3 the Lamb, that was flain from: the beginning 
© of the World. And throzgh the coming of Jeſus Chriſt, 
* thus in the #»ward, even befere he was ontward!y come, 
or manifeſt, mant were ſaved, and attained unto 
« perfect Peace and Reconctiiation with God in 
© their Souls, yet not in x-o/3nefs, but in departing there- 
© frow, and becoming Holy and Sar@ified unto God. 
In Þ. 152. of the fame Bcok, in Anſwer to a Queſtion, 
Whether the knowledge of the ourwzrd coming, ſuffer- 
ings and Death of Chriſt, is not of abſo/utemeceſſity unto 
every one? He ſays, *Thongh expreſs knowledge of his 
* outward coming, ſufferings and Death, is very pro- 
* fitatle to begzr Faith and Love in Men towards God, 
$ 2; aforeſaid, 2:9 ought to b2 highly valued ju its place. 
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; Nevertheleſs, this expreſs knowledge, is not of abſIlute ; 


* neceſſity unto Faith and Love, &c. And in p. 153, 


© How many thouſand have b:en Javed before Chriſt's . 


© coming in the 0u:ward, who knew iT not expreſly? And 
a little lower, *Secing then that ſome had Faith and 
© [ove to God, and were ſaved, without the expreſs 
© knowledge thereof (to wit, of Chriſt's coming in the 
© outward) before he came outwaraly, why not alſo after his 
© coming, Where his coming outwardly hath not been 
© preached nor revealed ? —For now Chritt is inwardly 
* come in a Seed of Life and Light, in all, which is the 
© Word of Reconcili:tion, by which men may be Reconciled 
«© wity God, as they joyn and apply their Minds there. 
© unto. Such paſſages as theſe abound in his former 
(not yet riaratted) Book, which it would be tedious to 
tranſcribe, Ye in»ſnuch as he fays here (Nar. p. 
23. ) that rhouorhn Regeneration is 0 ({ight thing, yet com- 
aring Chriſt's Incarnation with the Work of Regeneration, 
1 do a Frm the Work of Regeneration 1s a ljght thing, tho? not 
light in it ſelf , T will ſhew him (though it be ſome what 
belile the preſent Buſineſs) how much he formerly pre- 
ferd the inzard Appearance , and Manifeſtation of 
Chriſt in Spirir, to his 0«rward Appearance in the Fleſh. 
In his Bo:k called [-:mediate Revelation 107 ceaſed (nor 
retracted ) p. 59. he ſays, —*If his Bodily preſence 
© was nots ſuficicrt to the Church, his teaching th-m out» 
* wardly by word of Month, Face to Face; but he ſaid, 
© It was expedient that he ſhould go away from them, 
© and he would ſend another Teacher, who would do 
© greater things, and moze Manifeſtly and Gloztoullp 
freveal unto them G2d, anJ the things of his King- 
«dom: If ChrifPs Bodily preiznce in the Fleſh, was not 
© ſufficient of it ſelf, to Miniſter, though he ſpake as ne- 
© ver Man ſpake, yer | ſry, If chis Miniſtration was noe 
© ſafficient, but a 1902s Glo2tous they were to expett ; 
5 and as thy waited, they witneiled it fulfilled, and 
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© come unto them ; Then far leſs is the outward Admi- 
* niſtration of agy other Man, &c.— Seeing the know. 
© ledge of Chriſt after the Fleſh was not ſuſficient, nor 
© tobe reftedin; but they were to look for a better, a 
$ mozeclear, and full manifeſtation in themſelves, he 
© appearing in a Spiritual, Glorious, Heavenly, ple: 
2 rious way in their Hearts &c. Andin p. 120. ha» 
ying cited before many Scripture-ſayings out of the 
Old and New Teſtament, Concerning Chriſt, he ſays, 
©* All theſe Glorious things both he, in the Days of his 
© Fleſh, and the Prophets, before that his appearance in 
# that Body of Fleſh, declared, neither on[p nor pztn- 
© cipallp, concerning his coming in the Fleſh, (namely, 
© in that eſſe! -or Temple which appeared at Fernſalem) 
© but mainly and prigcipally concerning his Spiritual 
© Appearance 5z his Saints, «frer his being Crucified, 
* Rilenand Aſcended ; for rill then, the Son of Man 
* was not Glorified, And though he was Bodily preſent 
* with his Diſciples,jyet he told them, they were to ſee 
P things. ——And p. 121, He told them, It 
* was expedient he ſhould go away, that he might come 
© 2g2in in a mioze Gloztous and Comfoztable Appear- 
© ance, by the Revelation of his Glorious Power ir 
$ they Hearts, for his Kingdom was not of this World, 


 Fbgtan inward Kingdom, and he ſaid, that it wes with. 


in ; and pointed to this Spiritual Appearance, by his 
f Light in their Hearts, under many Parables and Fi- 
* gures, &'c. Apain, p. 107. he ſays, *The Jews and 
People of 1ſrael who livedin Aoſers time, and were 
+ ſayed, it was through Faith in c&1s Word, in this Pra» 
F phet, rajſed up jn them, 5» their Hearts, not 4t #4 di» 
6 Fance, but nigh; the Word is nigh in thy Heert, And 


$ this is Chriſt in them, the hope of Glory, the Myſte- . 


* ry bjd from Ages and Generations, but was ever made 
| + manifeſt ;y his Saints, but in the latter Days mo2e 
| * gieagtp ; Chriſt j all chat beligve, the hope of _ 
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Does. he not here plainly make that Adyfery which the 
Apoſtle (and he from hid) calls the Myſtery which herb 
been bid from Ages and from Generations, Col.1.2.6. to be 
1 i the inward Appearance of Chriſt, the hope of Glory,in all 
he WF that believe,and ſays,7r was ever made manifeſt in bis Saints. 
e: He pretends, Nar. p. 23. to have ſome other prix- 
i- IF cjipa! Proofs remaining about this Groſr Error (aS be 
6 AY calls it) of W. Perm : But be brings forth but one (that 
S, I I find) and that the ſame which he charged formerly, 
S WW in his Book called The True Copy, &c. And which I an- 
n  fwered at large in my Book called Truhb Defended, 
* W from p. 113. to p. 123. Of which he tak*s no notice. 
» & Had he been either fair or manly, he ſhould ficſt have 
refuted the former Anſwers, before he had renewed 
1 
| 


his Charge. Yet not only here, but in his Groſs Error, 
P- 18,19. he repeats thisſage Charge, without ſo much 
as owning that it had been anſwered to before. So 
that, with reſpe& to him, it is to little purpoſe to 
anſwer at all, fince he has ſo ke honefly, as to wink 
over the anſwer, and repeat his Charge a new, as if 
there had been nothing ſaid to it. Bat for the wndeceive 
ing of them, whom he labours to deceive, and by falſe 
Accuſations and Calwmnies, to bring into a diſlike of our 
Principles and us, I ſhall here wipe of ſome of his Abn- 
ſes, and refer the Reader, for further ſatisfaQtion, to 
my former Book called Truth Defended. 

The Qnotation he now gives, is out of a Book cal- ' 
led The Chriſtian Quaker, p. 97. 98. It is a Controverfial 
Book, and the Controverſy in that part of it is, Whe- 
ther Chrift, as Chriſt, was before be 100k Fleſh of the Vir» 
gin, or no ? Which the Adverſaries denied 5 W. Penn 
affirmed, and gave many Arguments, from Scripture 
and Reaſon, to prove it, which the Reader may there 
ſee at large from p. 92. to p. 99. Amongſt thoſe may 
ny Arguments, one was drawn from tie promiſed Seed, 
which all acknorrledge to bz Chriſt, agd therefore, ow 
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fit Medinm was uſed by W. Pym, to provethat Chriſt, 
as Chrift, was before he took That Body of Fleſh upoa 
him; and thercfore that tha! Body, ſimp!y conſidered as 
a Nu«ral Body (which was the Notion the Adverſaries 
had of it, and from whence they Spake ſv much of 
Chriſt's Hu:anme Naiure) was not properly the Chriſt, 
but he (moſt properl;) who was the Heavenly Spiritual 
Man, who came down from Heaven, and rook upon 
bim that outward Bodvz in as much as the Seed 15 a 
Spirituel Subſtance. -Now to prove that the Seed is 
inward and Spiritual, he argued thus (which is the paſ- 
ſage G. Keith quotes.) *As Abraham outward aud nat u- 
© ral was the great Father of the Jews outward and n4- 
© tural, whoſe Seed God promiſed to Bleſs, with Earth- 
© ly Bleſlings, = And that they were Fi:nrative of 
© the one S:ed Chriſt, and ſuch as he ſhouid begert unto 
© alively hop:, &c. ic wiil conſequently follow that 
© this Szed mult be inward and Spiritaal; fince one out-" 
* ward thing c3nnot be the proper Figure or R-preſen- 
© tation of another: Nor is it the way of holy Scrip- 
© ture ſo to teach ns; the 0:ward Lamb ſhews forth the 
© inward Lamb; tho Jew outmard, th: Jew inward, Ge, 
© —*{ have theſe two ſhort Argyments to prove what 
© I believe and afict, as to the Spirituality of the true 
© Seed ; and a Clearer overth:o it is to the Opinion 
© of our Adverſarizs, to the truc Chriſt. Firſt, Every 
'© thing begets its like ;, what is Simply Natural, produces 
© not a Spiritual being , Material things, bring not forth 
* things that are /mmaterial, Now becauſe the Nature, 
© or Image, begotten in the Hearts of true Believers, 
© is Spiritual, It will follow, that the Seed wiiich fo 
© begets, and brings forih thac Birth, muſt be the ſame 
in Natare, with that which is begotten, therefore 
© Spiritual ;, then Chrifts Bady, of what he had from the 
© Virgin, ſtri&ly con/iderra as ſuch,, was not the Seed, 
* $2:02diy, Ic 1361-27 from hence; The Serpent 5r @ 
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© Spirit : Now nothing canþruiſe the Head of the Ser- 
© :+nt, but ſomething that is alſo Internal and Spiritual, 
« * as the Serpent is ; But if that Body of Chriſt wer 
f F< the Seed, then could he not bruiſe the Serpents He 
3 

[ 


© in all, becauſe the Body of Chrift is not fo much as 

© in any one, and conſequently the Seed of the Promyſe is 

© an Holy and Spiritual Principle of Light, Life and 

© Power, that being received inco the Heart, bruiſeth 

{ © the Serpent's Head. And becauſe the Seed, which 
4 © cannot be that Body, is Chrift, as teſtify the Scrip- 
{ © tures, the Sced is oxe, and that Seed Chrsft, and Chriſt 
© Ged over all, Bleſſed for ever z we do conclude, and 

© that moſt truly, that Chriſt was, and is the Divine 

* Word of Light and Life, that was in the beginning 

© with God, and was, and is God-over 4}, blefled for 
tever. Ard that this may yet more evidently appears 

© let it but be ſeriouſly weig1d, that before ever that 

* viſible» Appearance was, the Seed bruiſed, in good Mea- 

* ſure, the Serpent's Head in the Holy Men and Wo- 

* men of all Generations, otherwiſe they had not been 

© Holy bur Serpentice and Wicked; And if the-Seed 

© was before, and that Seed be Chriſt ; becauſe there is 

» © but one Chriſt, as well as but one only Seed, ic doth clear- 
© ly follow, that Chriſt was Chrijt, before that outward 

* Appearance. | Which was the thing intended to be 
*proved. Upon this G. Keith ſays, W. Penn will needs 
have this to be not Chriſt mi hout, but Chriſt within, Bat 
W. Penn neither ſaid {o, nor meant ſo. He does not 
deny the Seed to be Chriſt without. He ſays, the Seed 
Chriſt is Spiritual and i2w.nd, that is, i» Man; which 
doth not hinder, but that it may be and is outward alfo, 
that is, out of Yar, or elſewhere, beſides in Man z but 
that, whether inward or outward, it i5 a Spiritual Sub- 
4 ſtgnce. Yet as it is a Seed bruifing the Serpent's 
Head #2 Man, It is inw+rd, working againſt the Serpent 
jn the H:art, where the Serpent puts up his Head, to 
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deceive and defile the Heart of Man, and draw hin 
from his Duty and Obediefice to God. And indeed, 
in that great and mot Eminent Encounter between the 

bo Seeds, when the Divine Seed had taken on it out- 
ward Fleſh, and ſo was born of the Virgin, (with re. 
ſpeft to which he was Denominated, and was the' Sced 
of the Woman, and ſo of Abraham, and Davil, (of 
whoſe Sced ſhe was) though the Serpent could not af. 
faulc him, from any thing in himſelf (having nothing in 

| bim, John. 14. 30.) Yet it was the Divine Word or 
Power which is called the Seed in Man (the ſame which 
had bruiſed the Head of the Serpent, in Mary, David, 
Abrabaws, and all th: Holy Men and Women before) 
wwwardly dwclling in that /mmaculate Body, by which he 


repelled the afavits of the Tempter, broke the Power * 
af the Frinew 


he Prince” of Darkneſs, vanquiſhed and put him to 
flight, and Triumphed moſt Gloriouſly over him, 
Again, G. Keith ſays, Þ. 24. So the Paſcha} Lamb 
was no Figure of Chriſt without, And when John ſaid, 
Behold the Lamb of Gad ! Ir was meant of Chriſt with- 
in us, wot of Chriſt witho«t us, for onr Paſſover 1s Slain for 


ws. This G. Keith ſets down, as if they were W. Penn's Y 


words, and accordingly they are Printed, with Co- 
ma*s in the Margin, as the Quotations out of W. Penn's 
Books are. And then G. Keith fays upon it, Tow ſee, 


according to W. Penn, that Paſſover that was ſlain for tus, 


war (lain in us, not without us : And ſo they throw away 
our Arguments againſt the Jews. But this 1s an Abuſe 
in G, Keith. The words he gives before, as W. Penw's, 
are not W. Penn's, but G. Keith's unfair inference from 
W. Penn's words. W. Penn did not ſay the Paſchal 
Lamb was no Figure of Chriſt without. He ſaid the 
Outward Lamb ſhews forth the Inward Lamb; the Jew 
Ontward, the Jew Inzard. And doth it nat ſo ? 
when Fohn ſaid, Behold the Lamb of God, W. Penn doth 
not ſay, It was meant of Chriſt within us, ot of cot 
wit 
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without ws : For Chriſt within us, and Chriſt wirhour as, 
is bot one Chriſt, m0: emo Chriſts, nor divided. Boat 
when John ſaid, Behold the Lamb of God, that taketh 
away the Sins of the World | Did he mean the Body ply, 
or Oxtrard Manhood of Chriſt ? Or did he not mean 
more eſpecially that Divine and Heavenly Manhood, 
which then dwelt and appeared in that Body, with 
reſpe& to which he was called Chriſt, long before he 
took on him that Body, and is ſaid to be the Lamb ſlain 
from the Foundation of rhe World, 'Rev.1 3.8. It is not then 
according to W. Pczn, that the Paſlover that was ſlain 
for vs, was ſlain in us, net without us 3 but it is accord- 
ing to G. Keith's perverſe Inference : For the Paſſover 
that was ſlain for us, was ſlain without us ; but it was 
not = an Outward thing, or the Body only, which 
was taken of the Virgin, that is de d under that 
name of the Paſſover, but that Sor of Man who. came 
down from Heaven, and tcok upon him that Outward 
Body, and ſuffered in that Body, and ſo became a part, 
yea, a chief part of that Bleſſed Sacrifice, although ir 
was the Outward Body, or Manhood Fhly of Chriſt our 
Spiritual Paſſuver (as he iS cailed, Wilſor?s Chriſtian Dij- 


' fjomary, verbo Paſſover) that in a ſfiri& and proper ſenſe 


was ſaid to be ſlain. : 

Next he quarrels wuh W. Penn's Logick, in ſaying, 
Then Cirift's Body, he had from the Virgin, ftrily 
corifidered as ſuch, was not the Seed. This ts rare Lo- 
nick, fays G. Keith. Here's a Fallacy, but I believe (ſays 
he) it proceeds not from any deſign, = from his weakvieſs 
in Logick, (But the Abuſe he wou!d put upon W, Penn, 
proceeds I fear, not ſo much from his weakneſs in Lo- 
gick, as from an evil Deſign in him) He adds, You kzom, 
there ſhould be no Term, nor thing of Importance, in the 
Concluſion of any Syllogiſm or Argument, but what ſhould be 
in the Premiſes; but ſtriftly conſidered is nor in the Pree 
miſes, therefore it ſhculd not be in the Concluſion. Had he 

" minded 


Ll 


minded the Premiſes better, he might have ſeen, t 
though thoſe very Terms [[/tri#ly Conſidered] were ng 
exprefly int the Premiſes, yet equivalems Terms were; 
namely,the Terms{ Marerial,and ſimply Natural, ] (which 
laſt yet was uſed only ad hy»mjnem, upon the Adver- 
ſary's Opinion) therefore G. Keith might well have ſpa. 
red his Flure at #. Penn's Logick, but that he had; 
mind to crack of his own Skill therein. He fays, 1 
Man ſays, The Body of Chriſt ſtritly conſidered withou 
theSoul of Chriſt, 1s Chriſt, or that cher the Soul and Bo. 


dy of Chriit ftrifly conſidered, without the Godhead, 3s the Y| 
Chriff. But let him tell me what they ſay, er upon | 


their own Principle ought to ſay, Who affirm that 
Chriſt, as Chriſt, was not in being, till be was born of the 
Virgin. He lays, The Serſe of W. Penn's Argument j;, 
That Chriſt"s Body was no part of him. Herein be doth 
not ſay the Pruth; but gives a wrong ſenſe of HW. Penn's 
words. Though Chriſt was Chritt, before he took 
upon him that Body, yet «fter he had aſſumed that 


Body, it was 4 pars of him, though but the Outward part. 


He goes on to aptvcrt I. Peny's both ſenſe and words, 
- ſaying as from IV. Perm, The one Seed cannot be. an On:- 
ward thing ; and then ſays upon it, This ye ſee is wniver- 
fal and excluſive of any outward thing, W. Penn did not 
ſay, The one Sced cane be an Onward thing, Bis 
words were, aS a Dedutt;ion from his Premiſes, {t_will 
conſequently follow, that this Sced muſt be Inward and 


Spiritual z which doth not «n;verſally exclude it, from J 


being in ſome reſpeft an Outward thing alſo. But ifYF. 
Pens had ſaid, This Seed cannot be an Outward thing, 
intending thereby a thing ſimply, and wholly outward, 
ſo as to exclude its being Spiritual and at al Inward, 
Would 6. Keith tove conſented to that ? I think not. 
It is evident W. Penn contended with ſuch as would 
reftrajn'the Divine Seed of Promiſe to the Body, which 
Chriſt took of the /3rgir, not being La > Apa 
' c 


— 


ed enough to apprehend any orcher Seed, than that which 


he then took of her ; whereas the Promiſed Seed, which 
was the Heavenly Man, Chriſt Jeſus , was in dein 
and did operate, in the Hearts of Men, and bruiſe 
the: Serpent's Hezd there, many Agesa before he took 
upon him, that Body of Flcſh of the Seed of the Virgin. 
And during that time, even from the making of-that 
Promiſe, until the time of his outward coming at Jers- 
ſalem, he was altogether Spiritual, working inwardly 
and Spiritually, againſt the Enemy in the t-eari, and 
could not p:oprrly be called an Oxtward thing, at 
lealt in the groſs Notion wherein we commonly ule and 
underſtand the word Currard.: Not that he was fo 
I:ward, as to be no where, but in Man (for he way in 
Heaven with his Father, John. 3. 13. ) Pub whit, in 
the fulneſs of time, he deſcended, and took on hifff the * 
Seed of Abraham { by taking on him that Body of Fleſh 3 
from the Seed of the Virgin) he was rber, and in that + 
reſpect, Outward as well as /uwpard. Yet even then, * 
a" d lince, his Operation as a Seed of Light, Life and 4 
Power, to bruiſe the Head of the Serpent in Mgn, has 
been Inwardly and Spir italy felt in the Heart, working 3 
againſt, ard ſulluing the Fnemy reve, where the Ser- * 
pent is, and where he works moit to the hurt and dif- 
advantaze of Mankin4. And therefore it was idly done 
of G. Keith to ask (in a Mzreginal note ) 1s not the Ser- _ 
p:#t or D.vil without Men, as well as within many Ment ©: 
Since bis being without is ner ſo Deſiruttive, or danger- 
ous to Man, as his being within : Ard therefore the Opee 
ration of the Holy Seed wichjn, to bruiſe his Head, to 
break bis Strength and Power there, and to caſt him out, 
is the more advantageons aad neceſlary. And whereas 
G. Keith would infer from W. Penn's laying, This Seed | 
muſt be Inward and Spiritual, that-he »riverſe!ly ex- 
cludes any Ourwarg thing, becauic he 2dds, fince one Oup- 
ward thing cannot be the Proper Figure and Repreſen« ©; 
tation } 


\ 


though ir cannot be To properly, yer it may be fo im. 
. properly, or in a leſs proper way of Speaking z' which is 
not unuſual in Scripture : And that therefore to ſay, 
one Outward thing cannot be the proper Figure, and 
Repreſenration of another, is nct «2jverſally excluſive of 
any {her thing. 
His charging W. Penn with a Sorites (an imperfe&t 
. or confuſed Argument) in ſaying, Becauſe the Seed is 
one, and that Seed Chriſt, and Chriſt God over all, bleſſed 
for ever, We do conclude, and that moſt truly, that Chriſt 
was, and is the Divine Word of Light and Life, that was 
in the beginning with God, and was and is God over all, 
blefſed for ever ;, 1 ſay his quarrelling at this is /dle, and 
- he'dig not underſtand the Matter. But the In- 
ference he makes is worſe : For he ſays, Thus you ſee, 
be makes the promiſed Seed to be nothing, but an Inward 
Principle, God over all, &c. © Why then, is God over all 
mothivg but an Inward Principle, with G. Keith ? But 
»W. Perm did not ſo confound things : For though (with 
,. the Apoſtle, Gal. 3. 16.) he ſaid, The one Seed 15 Chriſt ; 
= And (with the, ſame Apoſtle, Rom, g. 5.) Chriſt is over 
all, Ged bleſſed for ever : Yet he did nor ſay, that Chriſt 
' was God overall, 4: be was the Seed, nor that the Seed 
"- of God in Men, was God, So that G. Keith in his heat 
and haſte, has overſtruck himſelf, and loft his Blow. So 
- alſo he ſhoots at random, when he ſays, But to ſay, Chriſt 
5s only God, and not an mithout ns, as W. Penn's way 
of argating imports, is moſt falſe Dotrine, For neither 
did W. Penn ſay ſo, nor doth his way of arguing import 
ſo. The plain import of all his arguments in that lon 
Quotation given out of him (which G. Keith cavils at 
is, that Chriſt, as Chriſt, was from the beginning, be- 
fore he took that outward Body of Fleſh, in which he 
ſuffered at Feruſalem; which is ſo far from a denyal of 
his being Xen as well as God, that it is a fair acknow- 
ledgment 
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tation of another. He ſhould have tonfidered, that 
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ledgment of it, inaſmuch as he would rot have been 
Chrift, if he had not been ſan, as well as God. As 
therefore he was Chriſt from the beginning, ſo was he 
alſo both God and Man, and that not only in his Peo- 
ple, but out of, or withowe them alſo. And if he was 
truly Man then, before he appeared in that outward 
Body, which was nailed to the Croſs, to be ſure, he is 
not lefs truly Afar ow, fince that outward Manhood 
became (as I may ſay) a Cleathing to that Divine and 
Heavenly Manhood, which he had before, and is glorifi- 
ed with it. : | 

What he intimates of a pretended ContradiQticn be- 
tween W. Penn and F. Whitehead, is very Idle 1n it 
ſelf, and wicked in him, and the worſe, for that he 
urged it formerly in his Book called The true Copy, &C, 
And 1 anſwered then, in mine called Truth Defended, p. 

131. (which he takes no notice cf; ) as-I did alſo an- 
ſwer in that Book, much of what he hath now urged 
concerning Chriſt and his being the promiſed Seed, 
from p. 113.top, 123, Where alſo | gave ſeveral Quo- 
tations out of G, Keih?s Fooks, (hewing moſt plainly, 
that he hath maintained the very ſame things he now 
condemns in others,and yet will not condemn in himſelf, 
as particularly in his Book called The Way caſt up, where, 
Sett» 8. p. 93. In anſwer to an Adrerſary's Charge, that 
we deny Jeſus the Son of Mary, to bt the alone true 
Chriſt. He firſt aaſvers, *This is a falſe Accuſation 
* We ownno other Jeſus Chriſt, but him, that was born 
© of the Virgin Mary, who, as concerning the Flells, is 
© the Son of Mary, and the Son of David, and the Seed 
* of Abraham, Then adds, Þ. 93. And yet be was the 
© erxe Chriſt of God before he took Fleth, and before he was 
* the Son of Mary, or David, or of Abraham : For his 
* being Born of the Virgin 4/ary, made him not to be 
© Chriſt, 4s if be had nor been Chriſt before ; But he wa 
© Chrift beſore, even from the beginning, 2 (ſays ; | 
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- © ſhall prove out of Scripture, &c. And having brought. 
Civers Scriptures and Arguments, from p. 93. to P- 99. 
to prove that Chriſt Jeſus, 4+ Man, was from the begin» 


ning, and had from the beginning an Heavenly Man . 
hood, and. Spiritual Fleſb and Blocd ;, He there concludes 
thus, *This 1s the pzomiled Seed, which God promiſed 
© © our Parents atter the Fall, and actuallp gave unto 
* them, even the Seed of the. Woman, that ſhould. 
© bruiſe the Head of the Serpent, And therefore, tho? 
* the outward coming of the Man Chriſt was deferred, 
* according to his extward Birth in the fleſh, for many 
* Ages ; yet from the beginning this Beavenlp man, 
© the pzomtled Seed, did inwardly come ine0 the Hearts «4+ 
© of thoſe that believed in him, and bruiſed the Head 
© of the Serpent, &c. Here G. Keith, not only af- 
ſerts, that this Heavenly Man Chriſt, was the promiſed 
Seed; and did from the beginning inwardly come into the 
Hearts of Believers, and bruiſed the Head of the Ser- 
pPent ; but alſo calls him, the Sced of che Woman; and 
fays, God not only promiſed him, but aftualy gave 
him, even the Seed of the Womaz (that ſhould bruiſe the 
Serpents Head) unto our Parents after the Fall, many Aves 
before his outward Birth in the Fleſh. Surely, he that writ 
this, had ro cauſe to quarrel with W. Penn for ſaying, * 
Chriſt's Body, ftriftly conſidered as ſuch, was not the Seed 
of Promiſe. G. Keith had more need to have recon- 
ciled himſelf to himſelf (if he could ) in theſe two cp- 
pofite Expreſſions of his, viz. [That God gave the promi- 
. fed Seed, even the Seed of the Woman, attally to our Pa» 
rents after the Fall, many Ages before his outward Birth in 
.th: Fl-ſh; Way Gaſt up, p. 99.] And [That Chrift 4:4 
not become the Seed of the Woman, according to the Seuſs of 
(zen. 3. Until the falneſs of time, that he was made of 4. 
Woman, True Cc py of a Paper, p. 20. ] And he ſhould 
Whave done well, to haye informed his Reader, bow God 
did attcally give'unto our Parents after the F#ll (fo 
many 
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* many Ages before Chriſt's outward Birth in the Fleſh ) 
the Seed he promiſed them, Ger. 3. Evycn the Seed of 
the Woman : And yet Chriſt, not be the Sced ofthe 
-. Woman, according to Ger. 3. until ſo many Ages after 
BH he was aQually given, as the Seed of the Woman. 
This is part of what I ſaid to bim in my former Book, 
called Truth Defended, p.1 17,118, which rather than An» 
F *\ser, he choſe to cu himſelf out new work at Turners 
Hall. He pretends hz: did not Anſwer my. Books in 
Print, becaule he had not c4me to write, nor outward Abje 
ly to Prixt, 1 have ſhewed the Fatſhood of that pre- 
tence, in the fore part of this Book; yet let me now 
- @$k, If that had been true, why did he not then, at his 
Meeting at Tarxer;-Hall, Anſwer my Books vivs voce, 
which then lay at his door unanſwered, and both Refute 
them, if he could, and acquit bimſelf fram thoſe many 
Clinching Quotations 1 had therein hgnp:red him with, 
out of his own Books, by explaining, defending, or Ree 
rafting them ? This, I think, every conſiderate Perſon 
will judge had been more properly his Province, than + 
wholly over-looking this, to ſpend his time in impeach- 
ing Others, by Renewing his old Baffled Charges, before 


| © he had cleared himſelf trom being guilty of the ſamg 


Errors (as he calls them) which he had charged othery 
with. For if they whom hehathcharged, wereas bad 


| as he egdeavours to make them z yet he of all men is not 


| fic to charge them, till he has acquitted himſelf from the 
Imputa'ion he lies under of being guilty of the ſame 
things. This is ſo plaia a Caſc, that it may be boye 
upon his next Izdiftion of ſuch a Mock Meeting at 1r- 
ners-Hall, or elſewhere, fome of his Auditors (when 
they are together) will think fir to pat bim «pon this jaſt | 

. and neceſſary Work, and, I had like to have ſaid, hold 
hins to it, bat that I conſider be will be beld ro notbing. 
However, to furniſh any ſuch a little further, with m 
ter of that kind £0 jnv;ze him to, 1 will noc think m; 
G 2 os 
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to tranſcribe another Quotation or two of his, which 1 
gave him in my former Book, p.119,120. 


The firſt is taken out of his Appendix to his Book of 


Immediate. Revelation, p.256. where ſpeaking of the /pi- 
ritual Generation and Birth of Chriſt in #s, he ſays, * Thus 
© we become the Mother of Chriſt in a ſpiritaa! ſenſe, or 
© according to the Spirit, as the Virgin Mary was his 
© Mother afrer the Fleſh. And this Spirienal Myſtery 
© Chriſt himſelf did teach in the days of his Fleſh, 
© when he ſaid, Whoſorver ſhall do the Will of my Father 
© which is in Heaven, the ſame-« my Brother, and Siſter, and 
© Mother, Mat. 12. 50. And thus (ſaysG. Keith) Chriſt, 
t according to bis ſpiritual Birth in the Saints, is the Seed 
© of the Woman; for that the Saints are the Womn 
© that bring bim forth after the Spirit, and are his 90» 
© ther ; as fy brought him forth © after the Fleſh, and 
* afrer the Spirit aſſo; ſo that ſhe was the Mother of 
© Feſws in a double reſpe& ; for as ſhe brought him forth 
© in her Body, ſo ſhe brought him forth in her Soul, other- 


© wiſe he could not have been her Saviour, &c. Here. 


G: Keith calls Chriſt the Seed of the Voman, according to 
his ſpiritual Birth in the Saints ;, and yet quarrels with W. 
Penn for ſaying, The Seed Chriſt muſt be inward and 
ſpiritual. 


Again, In the Way caft up, p.102. he ſays, © For indeed, . 


© ſeeing he [Chriſt] is called as really Man, before his 
© ourward Birth in the Fleſh, as «afterwards, we have as 
* good cauſe to believe him to be true and yea! Man, be- 
. * fore his outward Birth in the Fleſh, as after. For it @ not 
© the outward Fleſh andBlood that is the Man,(otherwiſe the 

© Saints that have put off the outward Body, ſhould ceaſe 
©to be Men; and Chriſt ſhould have ceaſed to be Man, 
© betwixt his Death and his Refurreftion ) bur it is 
© the Soul or invard Man that dwelleth in the Outward 
fic or Body, that « the Man mbſt properly, ſuch 
" Criſt was even from the beginning. And there (adds 
he, 


Þ 101 ) 
he, p. 104.) © Let all the Scriptures be ſearched, andie 
© ſhall not be found that Chrift became Mar, and took to 
© himſelf the Soul of Man, at his Conception in the Womb 
© of the Virgin Mary ; but ©nIPp that he rook Fleſh, and 
© was the Son of Mary, David and Avraham, according to 
© the Fleſh : But according to his Heavenly Nature, even 
* us Man, he was the Son of God, and was the Farther and 
© Lordof all the Faithful in all Ages, &c. Thus far out 
of my former Beok. Beſides thelſe,take the following out 
of his Way to the City of God, p.1 25. *And thus even from 
© the beginning, yea, upon Mans Fall, God was in Chriſt, . 
© reconciling the World to himſelf, and Chriſt was manifeſt 
© in the holy Seed inwardly, and fo ſtood in the way to 
© ward off the wrath, &c. For even at Man's Fall, the 
© Seed of the Woman was given, not only to bruiſe the Ser= 
© perits Head, but allo to bea Lamb or Sacrifice, to attone 
© 2nd pacifie the wrath of God towards Men. And this ig 
© the Lamnb, that was /{«#2 from the beginning of the 
* World, Again, p. 154. © And in this holy Seed, the 


_ © Sufferings of Chriſt, and how he bore the Iniquities of 


© the Soul, and makes Interceſſion or Attonement unto 
God, may be learned in ſome meaſure, with many other 
© things concerning Chriſt, in relation to hifa, and his 
© Doings and Sufferings in throurward, which was an ont- 
© ward and viſible Teft;mony of his inward Doings and Suf- 
* ferings in all Ages, in Men and Womea in the boly Seed. 
© And indeed we fd that this is only the true and effe- 
© Anal way of knowing the Uſe and Work of his Conm- 
© ing, and Sufferings, and Death, in the outward, by tur- 
* ning, and having our Minds turned inwards, unto him- 
© ſelf, near and in our bearts, in the boly Seed, to know b 
© an inward feeling and good experience his Doings and Suf. | 
© ferings in w, by being made conformable thereuato. In 
* which Holy Seed, as It ariſcth in us, ſuch a clear Light 
© ſhineth forth in our Hearts, as giveth untous the trye 


+ * knowledge Of the uſe of his Inward Doings and Suffering 
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In his Additional Poſt ſcripe to G. Whitehead®s BOOK, Called 
The Nature of Chriſtianity, "(which is one Of the Fooks he 
cavils at in his Narrative, ard whi:h very Poft/eripr he 
mentions there alſo, bur does not rerratt any thing there- 
in) he ſays, p. 66. to his Opponent Gordon, *Becaliſe 
© Chriſt is called the one Offering, and that he once offer- 
© ed up his Body, &c. Thev wouldſt exclude him, as 
© in us, from being one Offering, but herem thy work, js 
© vain; for Chriſt Jeſus is the one Offering ſtill; and tho' 
© he offered up bis Body outwardly but once upon the 
© Croſs, yet he remains ſtill an Offering for ns within us,&c, 
Again, p.67. ©That thou challenge it,that one ſaid,Ch7i/ 
© was never ſeen with any Carnal Eye; thou haſt no more 
© ground than to challenge himſelf, who ſaid; He who 
© bath [cen me, bath ſeen the Faiber;, and yet he ſaid to 
* the Jews, who ſaw the outward Body of Fen, You have 
© neither ſeen him, nor knownhim., Thus G. Keirvy, And 
yet in his Groſs Error, p.14. he blames G, Whitehead for 
this Expreſſion, and bringing John 14. to defend it. 
' Apain, fayshe, © Wedeny not but the Names A#*{fah, 
s Feſks, Chriſt, &c. were given to him as Man, even as 
©inrhe Fleſh ; bar they do Boxer EminenfInand Boze 
T:iginaty belong to him, as he was before he root char 
* Body on him; yea, 1i92e immediately and mbye 0zf- 
*ginallp to tte Word, the Light, the Se:d, the Life, 
* cite quickning Spirir, that dwelr in rhat Bedy, which he 
© called Tis Temple, and it was Called The Body of 
6 Feſt, * 

To give moreInftances out of his Books wont be re- 
#iows, as 16 comment on theſe would be werdlrſe, rhey 
ſpeak fo plain the ſame things Which he now calls groſs 
and fongamentalE; rors in others. Wherefore lexvingthat 
to the Rezder, as he now ſays he has done at preſent with 
his firſt Head, fo have 1 alfo. in handling which, and 
Aniwerihg his many Cavils thereupon, Thave been the 
larger, becauſe Jlook ypon THis To'be the greateft - « 
; my 
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. Qed ig his Groſs Error, p.1 WY this' G. Keith ſays 
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maſt impertam part of his Charge: For if Chriſt w:re 
denied, both 4s God and Men,not only the Ovjett of Faith, 
but the whole Chriſtian Religion would fall. But as 1 
have proved his Charge falſe and 707g in this part, fo 
ſhall endeavour to ſhew it is in the other parts fo ; in 
which 1 will be more brief, if 1 can, 


The Second Head of G. Keith's Charge, (viz.That 
e deny Juſtification and Santtification by the Blood 
of Chri#t outwardly ſhed) Conſidered. 


The Sccond Head (ſays G. Keith) is Juſ ification ard 
Sanflification by the Blood of Chrij# outraraly ſhed; which 
he ſays, is oppoſed by W. Pemn, G.Whyelead, ad others. 
Now before | mention his pretended Proofs, I think fit 
to tell the Reader what this very Min has ſaid of #. Penn 


| concerning Jufification, within theſe four years, viz. in 


his Serjous Ajpeal, p.10- he ſays, *Nor are W. Peny's 
* words ſo to be underſtood concerning Juſtification, as 
© if be excluded Chriſts Rightcouſneſs, which he fulfilled in 
© his own Perſon 3 but onip he denieth that any can be 
* juſtified by that alone, witiout Faith and Repentance, 
&c. Did he write thus by rote, without reading what, 
W. Penn had written? Or had he then read, and upon 
reading did then approve and juſtifie what W. Penn had 
writ of Juſtification ;- and yet now condemn it ? 

The Proof he now . pretends to bring, Nar.p.24,25. 
is out of WC Penn's Book called Reaſon againſt Railing, Þ. 
91. And forgive ua our Debts a4 we forgive our Debtors. 
Says W. Penn, * Where nothing can be more obvious, 
© than that which is forgiven, is not paid; and if it is our 
* duty to forgive without a Satisfaftion received, and 
© that God is to forgive us as we forgive them, then is a 
© SatisfaQ ion tatally excluded. (This alſo G. Keith obje- 


here 


- 
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here, I confeſs 1 was ſurprized with this word totally ex- 
cluded. Satisfa&jon (adds he) is not the ftrift ſolution of 4 
Debt in all reſpefts and cireumſt ances, VVhen we conſider 
the Dignity of our Lord, that was both God and Man ; bid 
Sufferings ( ſmppoſe they were nor the Thorſand part of what 
the Danned ſuffer ) yet 3+ was a true ſati;fation : Therefore 
I was ſcandalized with theſe words, ſays he. But be need- 
ed not have been ſcandalized with thoſe words,(unleſs he 
be altogether run back to the moſt rigid Presbyterians in 
the ſtricteſt Notion of Satisfaftion, r« jetted by the Church 


of Ergland, whoſe Hands he ſeems moſt deſirous now-to {- 


kiſs, perhaps that he may lick ſoze Advantage there- 
from) if he would have ſeen (what was ſo obyious, that 
he muſt wink, to avoid ſeeing it) that thoſe words relate 
to, and are expreſly /poken of that rigid or extream Satis= 
faQtion which thoſe Presby:erians(and ſome Baptiſts) affirm 
God required and exafted of his Son. For thus YY. Pern 
introduced thoſe words which G, Keith cavils at, in Ree- 
fon againſt Railing, P.g0. * I ſhall now,ſfaid he,be as good 
© a5 my word, and that is, to produce an Argument or 
* two againſt the common Dattrines of Tigtd Satisfa- 
*Rionand Juſtification, as they have been oppoſed by me 
* 12 this ſhort Diicourie, and that out of my Book cal- 
*led The Sandy Foundation ſhaken, &c. Then out of that 
Book, he proquced firſt an Argument drawn from AMezc. 
7,18. p.go. and in p.91. from ar.s.1 2. another Argu- 
nznt, in which are thqgſe words G. Keith takes offence 
at, What fort of Satufation W. Penn there oppoſe), ap- 
pears from that Book called The Sandy Foundation ſhas 
ken, out of which hz tranſcribed thoſe words, Now in 
the Trirle Page of that Book, that which is undertaken to 
be Refyred, on that Head of SatisfaGion, is, The impoſ- 
ſility of Gods pardoning Sinners, without a Plenatp Sa- 


#isfatFiov. In the Epiſtle, p.8. jt is called God's Incapa- 


ciry to forgive, without the Fullelk Satisfftion paid him 
þy apofber, fo the Book is Telf, p.16. the Dodtrine op- 


prgned 
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Puencd is, That Man having tranſgreſſed the Righteons 
Law of God, and ſo expoſed to the Penalty of Eternal 
Wrath, it # altogether impoſſible for God ro remit or forgive 
without a Plenary Satisfation ; and that there was no 
other way by which God could obtain Satisfaction, or 
ſave Men, than by inflicting the Penalty of Jnfinite 
Wrath end Uengeance on Jeſus Chriſt, the Second . 
Perſonof the Trinity, who for Sins paſt, preſent, and 
to come, hath wholly born: and paid it to the offended 
infinite Juſtice of his Father, This ſhews plainly enough, 


&- what « ſort of -SatisfaQtion (or rather Notion of Satisfa- 


Aion) W. Penz meant, which he ſaid is totally excluded; * 
namely, a plexary (or full) Satisfation, by infliting the 
penalty of Infinite Wrath and Vengeance on Jeſus Chriſt, 
without which it is «/together impoſſible for Ged to for- 
give ; and there was zo other way by which God could ob- 
tain Satisfaftion. Which too 525d Notvon of Satisfaftion 
G. Keith himſelf, whilſt he ſtood in The way to the Ciry df 
God, was as much againſt as W. Penn : For in his Book 
that bears that Title, p.140. he ſaith, * That he (Chriſt) 
* did bear the wrath of God, either in that manner or 
© meaſure which the Daxned in Hell do, or we ſhould bave 
© done, had not the Lord recovered us, / altozether deny; 
© for he could and did fatisfie the Father well and accept» 
* ably, without bearing it in that way. 

But though the Word Satisfattion (with reſpet to 
Chriſt)be not a Scripture-term,nor was uſed by W. Penn's 
Opponents ,.in a Scripture-ſenſe : Yet that W. Penn 
did net deny the Thing Satifattion ( rightly underſtood) 
appears in the ſame Book wherein he treated of it, Sandy 
Foundation ſhaken, p.32. where he ſays, *I can boldly chal 
© lenge any Perſon to give} me one Scripture-phraſe 
© which does approach the DoQrineof SatisfaQtion,(much 
* leſs the Name )conſiderirg jo what degree it is ſtretched; not 
© that wedodeny, but rcally confeſs, that Jeſns Chriſt, in 
Life, DoQrire and Death, fulfilled his Fathers Will,and 
* offered up a mioll fatigfactozy Sacrifice. But 
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But G. Keith bimſelf, to his own Condemaation and 
Shame has juſtified W. Pexn (yea and G.Hhitcbead too) in 
that for which he now condemns them. For in his 
Poſtſcript to the Nature of Chriſtianity, p. 63. he tells 
Gordon ( who had charged him with ſomething of this 
tendency) *Both G. Wirehbead 211d I expreſly affirmed, 
© that Chriſt was a Sacrifi.e inolt acceptable and /atis- 
© faftory;, ſo ſaid G. Whuchead, yea and W. Pens in his 
© Book, ſ4id as much, wion ther falfly baſt accuſed) and 
© Ranſom, a Propitiation and Offering for the Sins of 
© the whole World; but not that Men ſhould be juſtified 
* whilc in their Sins, but in having fortaken them. G. 
Keith obſerves, that W. Penn, in the Book he Quoted, 

ives nine Argumeats to prove that the Notjon of Chrijt*s 

atizfation for Sin brings with it nine irrational Conſequen- 
ces and Irreligious : But he ſays they are ſo weak, and in- 
ſegnificant, that it were but lofs of time to mention them bere, 
or euſwer them. From whence 1 obſerve, that thoſe Ar- 
guments were not againft Chri{ls SetisfaFion, but the 
Notion of it, thai is, the Notion which his Opponents 
(both Presbyterians and ſoine Bapriſts) had of it, which 
I have ſhew'd was, A Plenary, or Full, SatisfaQtion, by 
infliting the Penalty of 1+ finite Wrath and Vengeance 
on Jeſus Chrilt, without which, they held it was a{to- 
gether 1::p9ſible for God to remit or forgive; and the 
nine Arguments he mentions ( how weak fo ever he 
may repute them ) are levclle!, he knows againſt thet 
Nawn ;- which he himſelf ſeems not yet to be fully 
come up to : For he lays, Satisf atHon is not the firift Sg» 
lution ( that is, Payment) of 4 Debt in all reſpefts and 
circumſtances ;, yet their Notion makes it a fri ſoluties, 


and they ſay Ckriit hath wholly Borz and Paid it. And 


G. Whitchead in his Book, called, The Divinity of Chriſt, 
&c, Þ. 45- ( of the firſt Parc )-preſſing T. Vincent to 
ove by Scripture, that. Chrilt did ſufternnder 4nfini:e 
r&tb, falth, * He ſhould have produced his Pain Scrip- 

. * ture; 
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© tare; far Scriptare we own, and Chrif”s Sati:feltion 
© 25 rightly Stated, and what a moſt acceprable Sacrifice he 
© was to the-Father for all: Yea, his Suffering as Man, 
« or in the Fleſh, without the Gates at Feruſalem, was all 
© acceptable to God z his Son alſo was made an Offer- 
© ing for Sin, &s. Yet ſo unjuſt it G. Keith that though 
he knows it was that falſe Norisn of Satisfaction which 
W. Penn oppoſed, yet he here Charges G. YVhitchead 
and YY. Penn (as alſo he Cid in his Groſs Error, p. 20.) 
wich having thruſt ent of Doors by their falſe Logick, 
ChriſPs SatisfaRiow nirhout as ; and then, that they own 
that Chriſt in us offereith up himſelf a Sacrifice, to appeaſe 
the VYrath of Ged. For which he cites, V7. Penn's Re- 
joynder, p. 284. and G. VV hitchead's Light and Life, p. 
44. in both which Places, the Words he mentions are 
a Paſſage taken out of a Book, called, + New Catechiſm, 
written by PV. Smith Deceaſed, obj:Qted againft by 
Burnet and Faldo, and explained and defended by G. 
VVhitebead and VV. Penn, Burt neither of th:m admits, 
that thoſe Words of Y7. Smith bave any tendency to 
make void the Sufferings or Sacrifice of Chriſt without. 
But it appears, that the ,.Words were in Anſwer to 8 
Queſtion, about Chriſts b:ing a Mediator within, mee 
diating with God, on bebalf of any, of his People, that 
commit evil, and ſo appezſing the Wrath of God, by 
being a Propitiation for them, according to 1 Fobz 2, 
T, 2. This, one would have thought, might bave gone 
down with G, Kerb, it being to agreeable to his own 
DoQtrine. For in his VYay caft up ( a Book not yet re- 
trated) p. 157. heſaid, * And thus Chriſt dothdeclare 
© himfelf to be rhe Mediator berwixt God and Man, «s 
© be 5s m them, Thou in me and 1 in them; here Chrift 
* s the Aiddle:tran or Mediator, as being in the Saints ; 
* Which Confutes the g&ofs and mcft comfortleſs Dothgge 
* of the Precbyrerians and others, who affirm that Chri 
© 38 Mediator is only without us, in Heaven, and ts not, 
; Me- 
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©Mediator in us, whereas he himſelf inFhis place hath 
$ declared the contrary. And leſt G: Keith ſhould a- 
gain Cavil at the Words [ offereth up bimſelf, &c. ] 
I will remind him, that he himſelf (in his Addirional 
Peſt ſcript to G. YWiitehead's Book, called, The Nature 
of Chriſtiani:y, p. 66.) anſwered his Opponent Gordon 
thus, © Becauſe Chriſt is called the one Offering, and 
© that he once offered up his Body, &c. Thou wouldſt 
* exclude him, as in us, from being one Offering, but 
© herein thy Y/York is vain; for Chriſt Feſus is the one Offer. 
© ng ftill;, and though he offered up his Body outwardly 
© but once upon the Croſs, yet be remains ſtill an Offering 
© for us, within us: For he is2 Prieſt for ever, and eye- 
* ry Prieſt hath ſomewhat to offer z and be 5s both the Of 
© fering and the Pricft, who liveth for ever to make In- 
© rerceſſion for us. This js too good Dotftrine ſtill in G. 
K *+ to bz retrafted by bim (for though he has menti- 
one this very Poltſcript of his in his Narrative, yet be 
bas not retwrafted any thing in it ) though he can condemn 
che ſame in others; unjuſt Man as he is ! Before I leave 
this place, Ict me put G. Keith in Mind (ſeeing he 
ſeem to have forgot it ) of a neceſſary Caution he gave 
in his YVay to the City of God, p- 127. thus, © There- 
© fore we are not too nicely to diſtinguiſh betwixt the Laflu- 
© ences of his inward and outward Coming and the Ef- * 
*fecs thereof, but rather to take them conjunftly, as in 
*2 perfett Conjunttion, having a perfe& Influence up- 
© on all Mankind, tor their Reconciliation and Renova- 
©tion unto God, as obtainivg that Meaſure of Light 
© and Grace from God unto all and every one, whereby 
* it is poſſible for them ina Day to be ſaved. And a- 
gain, ,p. 139. thus, But as I ſaid above, ſo i doagain 
- © repeat it, that it may have the morz weight, viz. that 
© we are not too nicely 10 make a differerce betwixt the In- 
aence and Eff<As of his Outward and Inward Suffer- 
* ings, but to underſtand them in a per fe# a} 
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© &c. And ſo the People called Quakers do, ſay I. 
Having had a fling at YY, Pern, he ſays, Let me come 
to G. Whitchead again. And that he might ſtir up 
the People to Lightneſs, he tells them, Tow ſhall bave 
here a rare Diſh of Divinity; and then to provide himſelf 
ſome Defence or Excuſe, after he had done it, he adds, 
Not that 1 would provoke any 10 Lightneſs, What Hype- 
criſie is this? Then to garniſh his rare Diſh, be ſays, 
I have read many Books in my Time, but 1 never read ſuch 
4 Book, ( except the Ranters) in my Life ; Popery is Orthe- 
doxy to it ; no Popiſh Prieſt will argue as he hgs done. ( See 
how he Banters him, Nar. p..22.}) The Book he quotes 
is called, The Light and Life of Chriſt within, &c. p. 8. 
where he ſays G. FYhbitchead blames YF. Burnet for ſay- 
ing, The Blood ſhed upon the Croſs ſprinkles the Conſcience, 
Santtifies, Juſtifies, Redeems ws. Ard in p. 18. of his 
Groſs Error, where he carps at the ſame Paſlage, and 
gives the Quotation more at large, but not truly ) he 
ſays, Note, Here it is plain that G. Whitehead doth al- 
together deny Juſtification by that outward Blood, or that it 
was the meritorious Cauſe of Salvation. But this is a ma» 
nifeſt Falſhood, and Abuſe put upon G. YY, For hedid 
neither deny the outward Blood to be the meritorious 
Cauſe of Salvation, Nor Cid he there undertake to 
diſcuſs, blame, or cenſure any of Barne:*s Docrines or 
Aſſertions. That was to be done, and ( with reſpe@ 
to ſome of them) was done, in the after part of the 
Book, to which that former Part was but as an Jntro- 
dutftion ;, wherein Burnet's Contradittions were colleted 
and expoſed; and therefore immediately after thoſe 
Words of Burnets, p. 7. partly cited by G, Keith, viz 
The Blood ſhed upon the Croſs, the material Blood, merito- 
rious to Salvation, ſprinkles the Conſciences, Santifies, Fu- 
fiifies, Redeems us, &c. G, VYVbitchead added thus, | 
in Contradi&ion, p. 40. That Blood:ſhed is not in 
( fays Burnet ) but be compares it to 4 price leſt, _ | 
WwAIC 


| oy - 

(no) , 
which G, YYhitchead made this Obſervation, p. 8, Ob- | 
ſerve, faid he, here a twofold ſtreſs is laid upon that Blood. _ 
1. Mere to Salvation; 2. VVork to Santtification ; and 
fo he hath ſet it up aboue God: For God could net ſave, he 
faith, and yet "it is not in being (this G. Keith, in re- 
cing G. V/bitthead's Words, left out ) groſs Abſur- 
dity! FT hereas Santtification being a real VP ork inward, 


that is certainly in being wbich Effetts «rt, This plainly | | 


ſhews, tliat that which G. Whitehead blamed his Oppo- 
. nent for was his Self-contradjftion, in ſaying that Blood 
thed, Sprinkles, SanQtifies, - Juſtifies, Redeems (which 


are all of the preſen: Time ) and yet withal ſaying, that MS 


Blood ſhed is not in being. This part G. Keith ( as I no- 
ted ) concealed; and then fills upon G. Whitehead 
( 8$ he had done before, Groſs Error, p. 22,) for 
wronging Burner, in charging him with having ſaid, 
Ged could nor ſave. And he makes as. if he would help 
Burnet out, but he quickly pulls in bis Horns, ſaying, 
War, Þ. 25. But TI wholly wave that Diſpme; 1 think it 15 

Hans capacity, Whether antecedently 10 Gad's pur- 
poſe, he could have ſaved ns without the Death of his own 
wear Sor, Truly I donbied nothing had been above G. 
Keith's Preſumprion, becauſe | have ſcarce ſeen him ſtick 
at any thing before, how much ſocver above bis Capa- 
oivy, But though he is willing to wave that Diſpute, 
yet $0 help off the Baptiſt, and fall in with other Op- 
Polers, he ſays, But God bavins ſo ordained it, conſequen- 
tially ro bis purpoſe, it ( viz. That God could not fave } 
may be as ſafely and truly ſaid, as when the Scripture ſaith, 
Godt cannot lye. 1s it any Refleftion, ſays he, to ſay, Gag 
canner bye? and that he cannot contradift bis Purpoſe f But 
T would know of him, whether to contradict < or to 
#'ver ) ones Purpoſe, be the ſame thing, as to Lye? But 
+ probable G, Keith might borrow: this Notion from 
95.-Owen,: who inhis Book azainſt the Quakers, called 
A Declaration, &c. has a touch of this kind, if 4 mi- 
*. Hake not, in Þ» 178, 7 G. Keuh 


- ©the Quakers wou!d be {o far fr 
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G. Keith gives another Proof againſt G. Whitebead, 
out of the ſame Book, called, Light and Life, p.'38. 
and having ſet down the __ Words thus, ©*Now 
om CireQing Men to go 

© to the material Temple at Jera{alem, that they -y £ 
< jt but a vain thing to look to Jeruſalem, to the Yn- 
© fitype of that Temple, viz. to Jeſus Chrift, as be was 


w there Crucified, or to that Blood that was there hed 


© for Juſtification 3 he ſays, now ſee the Anſwer, which 
he gives thus. * The Quakers ſee no need of diretting 


, * Men, to the Type for*the Antitype, neither to the 
-- © outward Temple, nor yet to Jerz/alem, either to Je- 
. * ſus Chriſt, or his Blocd, knowing that neither the 
* ©Righteovſneſs of Faith, nor the Word cf it, doth fo 


© direft, Rom, 10, And is it the Baptiſts Doctrine to 
*dire&t Men to the material Temple, and Jerufoelem, 
*the Type for the Antitype? What Nonſenſe and 
© Darkneſs is this? And where do the Scriptures fay, 
© The Blood was there ſhed for Juſtification, , and that 
© Mcn muſt he direfted to Jeruſalem to it ? ( Whereas 
that Blood ſhed.is not in being, ſaid G. Whirehead, ont 
Cf p. 49. of Burners Book.) This Charge G. Keabex- 
hibited once before, in his Book call:d, The Trae Copy, 
Pp. 19. (And in bis Groſs Errcr, p. 1, 2.) And I have 
anſwered it already in mine, called, Truth Defended, 
p- 108, 109, 110, Where, amongft other things, 1 
ſhewed, that there is a Typographical Error in the PaF- 
ſ-ge he carps ar, and that whereas it is Printed rhus, 
The Quakers ſee vo need of direQing Men to the Type + 
for the Antitype, viz. neither to the outward Temple, 
nor yet 'to Jeruſalem, either to Jeſus Chriſt, or his 
Blood ; it ſhonld have been, either for Jeſus Chriſt,” 'or 
his Blood. This-G. Keith could not well ſhun noting 
( though he doth the reſt of my Anſwer ) Therefore 
ne ſays, Nar. p. 27. T. Ellncod, thinks to puta Trifk 
ontheReader, and ſays it is wrong Printed, my 
ſhoul 
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ſhould have been for, inſtead of 70. ( And in the Poſt, 
ſcript to his Groſs Error, calls it, a dull and filly Jug- 


gle. ) But I not only ſaid it ſhould have been for initead 
of to, but proved it, and that I think very plaioly, 
For 1 did not only ſay, I find it hath been ſo amended 
withpa Pen in the Book which I haye ( which, as having 
the leaſt weight in it, G6. Keith takes notice of, awd 
ſays, I do not ſay G. Whitchead mended it; which is a 


very idle Cavil: For though I do nat know, but G.' 


Whitehead might mend it; yet if hedid not, what then ? 
Could it be expected he ſhoujd, with a Pen, mend a 
whole Impreflion? ) But that which I gave as a more de: 
monſtrative Proof of the Place being miſprinted, G. 
Keith takes no notice of; which was this, viz. * The 
© former part of the Anſwer ſhews it ſhould have been 
©ſo; for there it is, the Quakers ſee no need of direQt- 
© ing Men to the Type for the Antitype ( mark, for 
© the Antitypsz, not zo the Antitype:) And as it is ſo 
©there ( to the Type for the Antitype)) ſo it muſt be 
© here alſo, to the Temple, or to Jeruſalem, for Jeſus 
* Chriſt, or his Blood. This plain Evidence G. Keith 
willingly ſhuns, and ſays nothing to it. But fhuffles 
about, and ſays, G. Whitebead has it to, to, to, ſeve- 
ral Times, for which he quotes, p. 38, 39. and 61. 
That in p. 38. is the place in Controverfie. In p. 39- 
he ules the Word to, as referring direQtly to Burner's 
Words, whoſe the Word, :s was, ſaying, * Where do 
* the Scriptures ſay, the Blood was there ſhed for Ju- 
. © ſtification, and that Men muſt be dire&ed to Feruſa- 
Elem to it (to that Blood that was ſhed there, were 
Burnets expreſs Words, and therefore it was expedi- 
ent G, Whitthead, repeating his Words, ſhould uſe it. ) 
So likewiſe in that other inſtance, p. 61. where GO. 
Whitchead ſetting forth the Confuſion and Self-contradi- 
&ion of his Adverlary, keeps in expreſſing it, to his 
own Terms; agd therefore ſays, * Mark how þ —_ 
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© Corrected it by the Senſe. So might he this, had 


| but) prevailed upon him to mrong G, Whitehead 
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b . Burnet makes that Blood, and the ſhedding of it; 
© his Juſtifier, Redeemer, &c. which he has confeſſed 
* is not in being. Then (which G. Keith quotes ) g« 
© nother while People muſt ſeek their Saviour above the 
© Clouds and Firmament, contrary to the Righteouſneſs 
© of Faith, Rom. 10. 6, Another while they muſt look to 
© Fernſalem for Juſtification, ro the Blood that was there 
© ſhed. The Word ro, was expreſly Burnets there; there- 
fore G. Whitehead kept to it. But in the very next 
Line, when he ſpake his own Words, he changed the 
Word to into for, ſaying, * But if Men ſhould Jook to 
© Jeruſalem for that Blood, it is not there to be found, 
* for it's not in being ſays Y/Y. Burnet. Now as this, 
and what I have faid before, manifeſts that it was a mi- 
ſtake in the Printing: So G. Keith's contending tohave 
it wrong, rather than right, againſt the Author's Senſe 
and Mind, rather than with it, ſhews him to be not on» 
ly an «nfair Adverſary, but a Man of an evil and male 
ciour Mind : For none elſe would have repeated a Charge 
of Error againſt another, and perſiſted to urge 1t, as 
G. Keith hath done this, from a Word denied to be the 
Authors, and ſo apparently proved to be a Typogra- 
phical Error only, as this was before. In his Controe 
verſie formerly with R, Gordon, he blames him ſharp- 
ly for ſerving him ſo, and tells him, * Thow abuſeſt my 
*VYords, taking eccaſion from a ſmall Error in the 
* Printing, Which is a diſingenuous way of dealing ;, and had 
* not thy prejudice blinded thee, thou might*lt eaſily have 


'ot his prejadice (not blinded him: For I ſuppoſe 
he ſaw it at firſt; however I ſhewed him it a Year ago, 


knowingly, which is worſe than if he had been blinded. 

Yet ſo earneſt is G. Keith in purſuit of his falſe Charge, 

upon G. Y/hitebead ſaying Burnet's directing Men 

to Jeruſalem for Chriſt is contrary to Dem. 30. 133 4. 
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and Rom. 10, G. Keith cries out, 1s wet this abominable 
Perverſfion of Scripture, to confirm his Antichriſtian Do» 
Frine ? But as forward as he was to Charge another. he 
was as backward to clear or defend himſelf. For in my 
former Anſwer to this Charge (Trah Defended, p. 


110.) I ſhewed him that what he now calis in G. Y#hue.' 


head an abominable Perverſion of Scrizture, is not more 
than, if ſo much as, he himſelf had written ( thirty 
Years ago ) in his Book, called, Help 5 time of Need, 
( not _retratted by bim) p. 63. where he ſaith expreſly 
thus, © And now we nced not ſay, Wio will go down ints 
© the Grave, and bring up Chriit to us? or who will «/- 
© cend to Heaven, to bring him down to us ? or who will 
© go over the Seas, and bring us Tid'rgs of him from Je- 
© raſalem where he ſuffered in the Fleſh? ( Herein he 
had dire Relation to the Words of 44oſes and Pal in 
Dent, 30. and Rem. 10.) *Him, ſays hc,- (whoſe Name 
©is the Word of God, Rev. 19.) we of a Truth wit- 
* neſs njgh us, even in our Hearts ; ſo that we need nor 
© either aſcend, or deſcend, or go forth, &c. Upon 


which | then told him there, p. 11:1. ©* By this he may | 


© ſee how far he is degenerated, and a;o/fatized from his 
© former Principles: Then he was no for aſcending, de- 
* fcending, or ſending to Jeruſalem, to have Tydings of 
© Chriſt brought from thence ; becauſe he then witneſſed 
© him, Chriſt, the Word of God, nigh him, even in 
© his Heart : But'now, being gone from the Word in 
© his Heart, and turned againſt it, he is ( ir ſeems) for 
© having Men direQed ro the Type, for the Antitype, 


©zo the outward Temple, or 7 Feruſalem, for Jeſu. } 


© Chriſt, and his Blood. Thus far in my former ; of 
which he takes no more notice, than if he had winked 
with both Eyes, and never ſeen it. | 

His Cavil in p. 26. That they (the Quakers) in their 
Preackments (a Word he uſes in contempt and ſcorn, as 
otherProphane People do) kave uſed ro ſtop at the'eigh/h 


verſe 
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verſe of Rom. 10, and go no farther ; is both idle and falſe; 
For they have not uſed ro ffop there, but have gone furs 
ther, and from ver. gth. haye opencd and ſhewed what 
that Mouth: Confeſſion and Heart-belief there ſpoken of 
ſhould be, which is neceſſary and efe#«a/ to Salvation 
which in the 10. ver. is called, a Believing unto Righteonſ= 
neſ5, the ſame that in the 6eb ver.is called, The Righteouſneſs 
of Faith, which direQs, not to ſay who ſhall aſcend, or 
deſcend, to-bring Chritt down, or up ; but direts to 


the Word that is nigh thee, in thy Mouth, and in = 


" Heart ( which, ſays the Apoſtle, Is the YYord of F 


wich we preach) that if thou ſhalt confeſs with thy Month 
( from this Word of Faith that is nigh thee, even in 
thy Mouth ) the Lord Jeſus, and ſhalt believe in thine 
Heart ( from and by this Word of Faith that is nigh 
thee, even in thine Heart) that God hath raiſed him from 
the Dead, thou ſhalt be Saved ;, though thon go not tothe 
Type ( the material Temple) for the Antitype, nor 
look to Fern/alem ( the place where Chriſt pt: » 
whither the Bapriſ# and G. Keith would ſend thee) to 
find him now there ; For as it was ſaid by the Angel % 
the Sepulchre, after his ReſurreQian, Surrexit, non & 
hic, He is riſen, He is not here, Mark 16.6. much 
more may it be ſaid, fince his Aſcenſion, (with reſpe& 
to thoſe outward places where he was Crucified and 
Buried ) Aſcendir, n0n eſt hic, He is aſcended, He is not 
here. Now as the Apoſtle, by diſmading Believers from 
ſaying, who ſhall aſcend or deſcend, to bring Chriſt 
dcwn or up, and diretting them to him, as the Word 
nigh in the Mouth and Heart, diF not reje& nor uader= 
value the Death of Chriſt at Jeruſalem, or the Yertue 
of his Blood ſhed there : So neither did G. Whitehead 
in blaming the Baptiſt for direting People now.to go 
thither or look thither for it, as if it were now to 
found there. This, in effe&t, 1 told G. Xeith before, 
in Truth Defended, p. 109, Where I ſaid, * It was no 


4 H 2 *Error 


* *Error in the Apoſtle Paul to dire&"( according to the 
© Righteouſneſs of Faith ) to the Word nigh, in the 
© Mouth, and in the Heart. Though he knew well e. 
Enough, that Chriſt had ſuffered at Feruſalem, and that Iſl ©* 
© but a little before ; yet he did not dire& Men to they © 
© outward Temple, or to Jeruſalem (though both then of 
© ſtanding) to find Chriſt, or his Blood there : For he tl 
© knew, that Chriſt was not then to be found outward- 


© lem, either for Jeſus Chriſt, or his Llood: Nor in ſo 
*ſaying doth be deny, or diſcſteem jeſus Chriſt, or his 
© Blood (for h2 diretts, with the Apoſtle, where Men 
* may both fiad Jeſus Chriſt, and may feel the Virtue 
© of his Blood ; } but ke rejctts the 770:ic: of his Oppo- 
Þ ;cor, who (it ns) wou!ld hire Men directed to 
* the Type for theAAntitype. G. Y/biteleid therefore 
has not f«l/;fied the Scriptures, anJ4 made them to ſay 
what they ſay not, as G. Krith falſly Charges im, Lut 
G. Kei:h hath fa'ſly accuſed G. Whitehead, and grefly 
perverted both bis Meaning ard his Words, aid that 
not only here, but in his Groſs Error, p. 15. ifo. 
The next thing h= offers is Solomen Tcclcs's Letter, 
a Copy of which he gives in p. 28. But beforc he read it, 
he ſaid, Þ. 27. Next, you ſhall hear Solomon Ecclegs 
Letrey, That the*Blood of Chriſt is no more thaw the Blood 
of ansther Saint, This he did to prepoſſeſs his Auditors 
with an it Opinion of it, before they heard it; and he 
alſo wrong'd S. Eecles in thoſe Werds : For he deli- 
vers it as 8. Ec:ies's, "That the Blood of Chriſt, ( ir- 


defi 


©ly, either at the outward Temple, or at Feruſalem; : 
© but they that came to the Word nigh in the Mouth, | 
Cand in the Heart, would both find Chriſt, and feel 
* the Virtue of his Blood ( cuven of that Blood which be - 
* offered np9: th: Croſs) nearer home. So neither is it any 
*Error in G. YVYhitehead to fiy, The Quakers fee no 
* need to direct Men to the Tyj: for the Antitype, 
* viz. neither to the outward Tcnpie, nor tO Feruſa- 
| 
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definitely, and without any Diſtinftion) is no more than 
the Blood of another Szint., Whereas it is evidentby 
the Letter it ſelf ( as he has given it ) that S. Ecttes' 
Cid diftigiiſh between the Blood of Chriſt, which was 
offered vp in the Eternal Spirit, Heb. 9. 14. and the Blood 
that was forced out of him by the Souldier, aftef he was 
Dead, The Blood that was offerev up by Chriſt him- 
ſelf in the Eternal Spirit, Heb. 9. 14. he declares ke 
did very highly eſteem of, even to be more Excellent, and 
Living, and Holy; and Precious, than 1s able to beut- 
tered by the Tongues of Men and Angels. But that 
Blood which he ſaid was no more than the Blood of 
an other Saint, was the Blood that was forced out of him 
by the Sonldicr after he was Dead. So that, that upon 
which S. Fecles did ground the difference he put be- 
tween the Blood of Chriſt in one reſpe:t, and in ano- 
thr, was, that in the one, it was #4 v-{»rtary offering 
of Chrift himſelf, in and by the Eternal Spirit, before bzs 
Death : In the other, it was the forcible Aft of a Soul- 
dier, after he was Dead, and the Sacrifice compleat- 
ed. This G. Keith (had he been fair, cvcn as an Ad= 
verſary) ſhould have obſerved to his Auditors, how 
mur': ſo ever he had d:flixed S. Eccles's Expreſſion ; 
w'\ich 1 know no Quaker d'd ever approve, much leſs . 
uadertuok to Fuſtifie, or D:fend;, | am ſure I did nor, 
nor G, Y/iwehead neither, in his Anſwer to Buynes, 
out of which G. Keith Charges him with it: For he 
therein ( as I noted in my former ) both diſclaimed® 
thoſe VVoras, by ſaying, I do not make S. Eccleys Exe 
preſſions therein an Article of our Faith: and alſo for 
himſelf declared, that he. did own the Blood ſhed to be more 
rban the Blood of another Saint, Light and Life, p. 59. 
And I called thoſe Words of S. Eccless an urjuſtifiable 
Expreſſien, Truth Defended, p. 112. Therefore G. 
Keith is unjuſt in refle&ing upon us as he does in p. 30. 


for though he gave the Copy of the Letter in p. 28. yet 
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( for what Reaſon, I know net nether to perplex the 
Cauſe, or that be himſelf was in Confaſion and Diſorder 
when hoe delivered it ) he interweaves another Matter, 
which takes up wholly his 29th Page, and then in p.30. 
returns to the Letter, ſaying, Now as ro the Letter, me 
- $o on, &c, But for what end ſoever he made that Jrre. 
gular Tranfition from one thing to another, though 1 
might juſtly ſtep over what he has interpoſed, and fol- 
low the Thread of his Diſcourſe upon the Letter; yet 

that it may appear how willing I am to- anſwer «l his 
Cavils,] will ſuſpend what is further to be ſaid to his Ex- 
-ceptions about the Letter,and go back with him to p. 2g. 
There he ſets down Burne:*'s Words, and as a Sign he 
did not well know what he did, he ſets them down 
twice over. They were theſe, © All things under the 
* ©Law, inthe Type, was purged with Blood, and this 
© Blood was material Blood, and nor Myſtical; and that 
© Blood that Chriſt ſhed, in order to the effeting the ' 
© Salvation of Man, muſt need be Viſible and Material |: 
© Blood. To this G. Whitehead*s Anſwer, was, © Do 
© but mark here what a ſad Conſequence be has drawn 
© as if one ſhould Reaſon, that becauſe the Type was 
© Material, Viſible, and nor Myffical ;, therefore the An- 
© titype or Subſtance muſt needs be Material, and noe 
© Myſtical. By this a'l Myſteries, or Divine Things, 
© are excluded from being either Spiritual, Antitype, 
© or Sabſtance ; whereas it was the heavenly things 
**themſclves that are in Chriit, in which confiſts the 
© Subſtance and End of Types ard Shadows. But to 
* ſay, that- material Blood was a Type of that which 
© was material; this is to give the Subſtance no prehe- 
© winence above the Type ( eſpecially if neiiher of them 
* be Myſtical, nor in being ( which was the Baprifi*s 
Opinion) or like as if one ſhovld ſay, one Type was 
© a Type of another; there G. Keith makes a full lop, 
Jearing out about belf a ſcore Lines of G, Whitcheads 


An- 
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: that Fobſerved G, Keith had flily dropt a conkderable 


RR £1 be —— 
Anſwer, withort diſcovering that hedid do fo. I'will 
put them in_ between two Crochets,that the R-ader-may 
obſerve which they were, thus, [ © Asto ſay, becauſe 
© Carcumciſion, which was & T)pe, was material or out- 
© wart, therefore the Circumciſion of the Spirit, which 
© is the Antictype of it, muſt needs be oytward too, and 
© wot Myſtical ( which would be ſad DoGrine: ) And 
© thos he might as well Reaſon, touching «{/ other Types 
©and Shadows under the Law, and the heavenly or 
© ood things to come, prefigured or ſhadowed by 


" ©them. That becauſe the -Prieffs under the Law (at 


© the outward Tadernacieand Temple) were Miniſters 
© of outward, or temporal Things, carnal Ordinances, 
© Shadows, &c. Therefore thoſe good things to come, 
© thoſe heavenly things, which Chriſt was ſai&to be the 
© Highs Prieſt of, muſt needs be Temporal, and not My- 
© tical which were abſur'd to allert; } Whereas borh 
© the heavenly and more pertect I abernacle and Altar, 
© with the heavenly Things, are all a Myſtery, and Spi- 
© ritual;, the Offering and Living Sacrifices are Spiritu= 
* 21; the Paſſover Spiritaal, the Seed Spiritual ; the 
* Bread, the Fruit of the Vine,the Oyl,the Fleſk and the 
* Blood,(which give Life to the Soul)yea,the Water and 


' © Blood (which waſhetih and ſprinkleth the Conſcience) 


© are all Spiritual and Myſterious, as the New Cove- 
© nant itſelf is, which they belong to, and theſe things 
©known in ; and this is the new and living Way which 
© Chriſt ſet open,through the Vail of his Fleſh, Heb. 107 
© Let them receive this who can, p. 59, 60.- I would not 
have tranſcribed this whole Anſwer, (eſpecially having 
given it at ftull length before in my former Book ) buy 


part of it,and I thought he might probably take advan- 
tage againft me, if [ ſhould have omitted any of the ret 
From the whole ic appears, that G. Whirehead did not 
ſo much apply himſelf in his Anſwer to overthrow his 
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Opponent's Argument in that one Particular, as to ſhew 


the general abſurdity and mjſchief of the Conſequence of 


that Argument, which reached alike from the other 
Types in the Old Covenant, te the other Antitypes ir 
the New Covenant. This G, Keith obſerved, and to 
help the Baptiſt off, he ſays, YY. Burnet does not expreſs 
ﬆ univerſally, but in this particular Caſe : And G. White- 
head extinds it to an univerſal. He ſays right in the 
firſe part, YYV. Burner does not expreſs it univerſally ; 
but the Conſequence of his'Argument has ſuch an wi» 
werſal extent: Which G. YYhitebead obſcrving, -attackt 
him there; not as G. Xei:ch repreſents it (who has 
the Art of Sophiſticating ) as if all the Types of the Old 
Teſtament ſignified nothing internally and ſpiritually, 
(upon which he ſays, But W. Burnet ſaid n9 ſuch thing) 
. But as if all the Antitypes in the New Teſtameng muſt 
be altogether as external and void of Spiritual Myſtery, 
as their reſpective Types-in the Old Teſtament were ; 


which the Conſequence of FY. Burnet's Argument * 


ſays, - 

G,' Keith Notes that, by G. YYhitchead's Argument, 
as the New Covenant is ſpiritual and inward, and nor 
outward, ſo the Blood of the New Covenant is Inward, 
and not outwerd, fo the Paſſover is inward, which 1s 
Chriſt the Mediator, and rot outward. Now take no- 
tice, that the Words [7 and not outward } in all theſe 
three places, are #ot G, Whitchead's, nor to be found 
In his Anſwer, but are added by G. Keith of his own 
Hlead, And from this Addition of his, he makes this 
Inference, This is a plain denyal of the Man Chriſt without 
7, to be_ our Mediator, our Pagover, Offering, or his Fleſh 
and Blood without us to be concerned in our Salvation, o+ 
therwile than as the Type, Now I do not think this pro- 
Meds either from his /gnerance, or Overſight ; but from 
his lzjxſtice and 1al.ce, For he knows, that when'we 


* ſpeak of Chriſt, we do not pur aſunder what God bath 


Joynedl 
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joyned together, but we take his Divinity and Jſanhood 
conjointly and wnited, always acknowledging him to be 
without #s, as Well as within us. And as liitle Juſtice as 
G. Keith ſhews to us, I have ſo much Charity for G. 
Keith, as to think, that when, ia his /YVay caſt up, p. 
157. he ſaid, © Thus Chrift doth declare himſelf tobe 
© the Mediator betwixt God and Man, as he Is in 
* them ; he did not intend a plain dinyal of the Man 
Chriſt without to be our Mediator, But he knows ( if 
he would, or by this Time conld, be F»ſt ) that the great 


* Reaſon of our ſo mnch aſſerting Chriſt's Inward Ap- 


pearance and ſpiritual Manifeſtation as a Mediator, San- 
Qifier, Juſtifier and Saviour within, has been ( as to 
aſſert the Truth, ſo) to counterpoiſe ( if I may fo 
ſpeak ) the contrary Doftrine and Aſſertion of thoſe- 


' who dlpy him to be, with reſpect to theſe Offices, «e 
| all within, and ſhut bim wholly out, making the Work of 


Mediation,- SanQtification, Juſtification and Salvation, 
to be only and «ltogether outward; whereas we acknow- 
ledge t0 the utmoſt whatever Chriſt hath done, or doth, 
without us, in order to our Salvation; yet cannot ex- 
clude the inward Work. And I am perſwaded, this 
Conſideration which I have now mentioned, had ſome 
impreſſion on G. Keith's Mind, when he writ thoſe 
Words I laſt cited of his, out of his YYay caſt up, P. 
157. Which made him ( afier he had repeated, from 
thoſe Words «of Chriſt, Thou in me, and 1 in them, 
here Chriſt is the Middle-man, or Mediator, as being 
in the Saints) add theſe Words, viz. * Which confutes 
© the groſs and molt comfortleſs DoCtrine of the Preſ- 
© byrerians and others, who affirm that Chriſt, as'Medi- 
*ator, is onin without us, in Heaven, and is not 
* Wediatoz in us, whereas he himſclfia this Place hath 
* declared the contrary. 

Let us go on to his Clinch: For he ſays, Now here 


I clinch the Matter ;, and he attempts it thus. G. F) _ 
A 


"(m) 
bead (ſays he) ſays, But to ſay material Blood was « 
Tpe of that which was material, this is to give the (Sub- 


fance no preheminence 45:ve the Type ( eſpecially, if neither 


of them be Myſtical, nor in being ) or as if one ſhould ſay, 
one Type was a Type of another, (fo allo, Groſs Error, p. 
18.) Well, this explains it ſelf, by thoſe Words in 


the Parentheſis, ( e/pecially, if nether of them be My- 


fical;) For thoſe Words ſhew that he no otherwiſe 
oppolcs the Antitypes being Afaterial, than his Ad- 
verſaries Argument excludes it from being Myſtical, 
or Spiritual. This alſo appears to be his Sence, from 
the very Entrance of his Anſwer, where he faid, © D9 
© but mark here what a ſad Conſequence he has drawn; 
© as if one ſhoutd Reaſon, that becauſe the Type was 
© Material, Viſible, and et Myſtical ( which was Bar- 
© net's Term ) therefore the Antitype, or ance, 
© muſt needs be Material, and wor Ay/tical : By this all 
. © Myſteries or Divine things are excluded from being 
© either Spiritual, Antitype, or Subſtance: And from 
hence it was that G. YYhitchead faid, © This is to give 
© the Subſt 4nce no preben:inence above the Type, when the 
Subſtance or Autityp? is denied tobe Ayſtical, and made 
only Material, bxcavle the Type thereof was only Ma- 
terial, and not 1yſtical. As to the other part of G. 
Vihiuehcad's Words, which G. Keith takes into his 
Clinch, viz. [ © Or like as if one ſhould ſay, one Type was 
© & Type of arother : ] It appears from whe Place in G. 


BVbitehead's Book, that he ipake it of thoſe Temporal |. 
and Carnal Ordizanees, Which he there mentions, and 


particularly of Circunciſicn, which in the very next 
WordShe joyns to thole former, thus, © As to ſay, be- 
© cauſe Circumciſion, which was a Type, was material or 
© outward, therefore the Circumciſion of the Spirit, which 
F is the Art-iype of it, muſt needs be ourward too, and 
* xot Myſtical. Wherein perhaps he might give a cloſe 


Nip to thoſe who hold Crrcnmciſion to have beep a Tee 
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of VV ater Baptiſm, and VV ater Baptiſm to be a Type of 
the Sriri:ual Baptiſm, thereby making one Type « Type 
of another. 

But 1 find G. Keith cannot clinch his Matter, until 
he has made au Argument for G. Whitchead, therefore he 
ſays, Now the Argument lies kere, If the Sacrifices' under 


' the Law were Types of Chriſts Blood, then that Blood muſt 


not be outward Blood, but inward, Nay, nay ; G. White- 
head ſaid not ſo. He did not ſay i muſt not be outward, 
but it muſt not be o»ly outward: It muſt not be ſo on» 
ward, as to deſtrey its being Inward. It is both Inward 
and outwerd, and rath always been ſo believed and own» 
ed by the Quakers in general, and G, Whitchead in pars 
ticular. Whereas therefore G. Keith ſays, This 14 @ 
falſe Conſequence of G. Whitehead, and ſheneth that he 
deni emiſſion of Sin, and Juſtification by the Blood of 
Chr wardly ſhed; I fay, That falſe Conſequence is G, 
Keith's, and ſhews that he hath rerounced boneſly and 
ſhame. For G. Whitehead doth not deny, but onns Re- 
miſſion of Sin, and Juſtification ſo far, by the Blood of 
Chriſt extwardly ſhed; but not that Juſtification (inthe 
right ſenſe of the Word, as it imports a being made 
F«ſt or Righteous) is wrought wy by the ſhedding 
of the Blood outwardly, wit hont ri the living 
Vertue of the Blood inwardly, pu-ging the Conſcience 
from dead Works, to ſerve the living God. Thus G; 
Keith's Matter js left unclinched. Now let us retyrn 
to what he ſays upon S. Eccles's Letter, in Þ- 30» 
where he begins thus: 

Now as to the Letter, ſays he, we go on to what T. Elle 
wood ſajs, He (ſays G. Keith ) 1; ſo unfair} ke will 
have ity. that G. Whitehead owns, that the material Blood 
of Chriſt is that by which we ave j»ſtified. Of that I have 
newly ſpoken, and ſhewed huw tar, and in what Sence, 
that is, *and ought to be owned. Butalas! Docs he call 
me anfajr for this ? 1 rather thought he would have . 
called, 
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called, at leaſt have accounted, me fair in that. Woull 
he therefore rather have G. Whitchead not own, than 
own it, only that he might have a ſpiteful blow at him ? 
What an evil Mind is that! Yet in that evil Mind, he 
goes on thus ; But here, ſays he, js the Trick, G. White- 
head makes a Typical Offering of Chriſt, and an Antitypi- 
cal; the Typical was the Offering of Cviſt at Jeruſalem, 
the Antitypical is the Offermg of Chriſt within, This Is a 
Trick indeed, an horrible falſe Trick of G. Keith's o7n de- 
v3ſing. So again, a little below, he lays, 1f Chriſt's Blood 


entwardly ſhed was a Type, as G, Whitchead affirms it 


wes, ( Where docs G, Whitchead affirm ſo? 1 affirm 
I never ſaw that Affirmation y<t ; but fince he affirms 
that G. Whitehead has ſo :ffirmed, I put him to pro- 
duce that Aſſirmation. ) See here then, ſays hg, their 
Anſwer ;, It was queried, whether they owned ah are 
by the Bload of. Chrift outwardly ſhed, juſt sficd : that 
the Blood that was o1twardly ſhed, did belong to the Sacri- 
ſue? G. Whitche2:! has ſince of late anſwered, Yea : 
Flere, ſays be, they have ſought to blind ali the VV, orld ; 
Chriſt, adds he, as be outward!y ſ:ffered, wais a Sacri- 
fire, vat a Typica! Sacrifice, Therefore, ſays he, the next 
£4ej#i01 10 be put, muſt be, VV: ther he was the Artitypi- 
cal Sacrifice? Ay, ſo let it: And the Anſwer to it ſhall 
be, Yez, He was the Atit;pica! Sacrifice, of which the le- 
gal Sacrifices 'were a Type ; but that he was evercalled a 
Typical Sacrifice, 1 never heard nor ſaw from any Qua- 
ker*'s Month or Pen. Such foul Falſhoods, and gr: ſs 
Slenders as theſe, neither deſcrve nor need eny cther 
Refutation than a bare denyal. 

He is highly offended with G. Whitehead, about S. Ec- 
cler's Letter : He wonld have had him blamed, and een- 
{ured it ſeverely and ſharply, as blaſphemons, If G.White- 
bead had been as hot-headed as G. Keith, perhaps he might : 
But Blaſphemy is an high Charge, and they that under- 
ſtand it aright, are not ſo forward as G. Keith (it _—_ 
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yould be, to brand Perſons with it, forevery unſound Exe 7 
preſſion. G. Keith 1 too bot and haſty to ſee aright. He, 
can find nothing at all in G. Whitehcad's Anſwer to blame 
or cenſure the Letter : Yet in p.31. his Narrative tells us, 
A Quaker did obſerve to him, That G. Whitchead did 
find fault with the Letter: G,VVhitchead's ſaying, He did 
not make S. Eccles's Expreſſion an Article of our Faith, 
(which is as much 3s to ſay , / don't believe what ne ſays in 
that matter, or am one nith him in jt) is not a Ciſowning, 
withG. Keith, Bur if he reaſons well, when he ſays, 
p.31. He that doth not teſtific againſt a thing, when be bus 
juſt occaſion for it, juſtifies it: May 1 not,with as good reg- 
ſon, ſay, He that doth not juſtific a thing, when he 1s put upon 
ir, diſowns it. There 1s an implicit, as well as an expdcit 
owning or diſowning of a thing.But G. Keith is in and one, 
In onegplace he ſays, He can find nothing of blame or cenſure 
at all: Ftew lines lower he ſays, B::t I find not that he cenſure 
ed it all. It did not al deſerve cenſure.Next (ſays G, Keith ) 
G.W.cells you in wit ſence he owns it,(underfſtands by it 
not the Le-ger,but the Blood ſhed) viz. 1hat Blgod had « pe- 
culiar ſignificaion ; I told jim (fays G. Keith) ſo had the 
B'cod of Beaſts a prculiar ſigzification, for rkeir Blood ſignified 
Remiſſion of Sin, but was no j<tisfaRor; Offering for fin. But 
the lignification which that Blood i:2d, C1d proniierly ex» 
c:1 that of the Blood of Bcaſls : For the Biovod ſhed was 
a [at;;fxftory ofering far fin, and did obtain Remillioa of 
Sin for all thoſe rhat rruly believe in, and faukfully foirow 
the Lord Jefus Chriſt, But G. Xewth Cid not fairiy by 
G. Wouehead, in ſaying, He tells you in what ſenſe he 
owns it, viz. That Blood had a pcculiar fignification 
and ſtops there, as if that were all G. #/itchead had faid. 
For G. Whit:head went on, and ſhewed wherein he own« 
e£d that Blood ſhed to be more than that of another Saint, 
in many particulars of great weight. | 

He confeſſes that 1 Tay, G 77 bi-ebead does own, That 
the Blood of Chriſt is more than the Blood cf another 

| Saint x 
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Saint z But what Blood, ſays G, Keith ? The Bloodof Chrif 
within, ſays he, and HR lays, There's the = Heis 
fall of bus Tricks ;, and it were well that he had not more 
Tricks than are good: But ſuch Tricks a theſe he never 
learnt among the Quakers. - Neither will his putting 
theſe Tricks «pon w, hurt us, ſo much as himſelf : For 
the Juſt God, who knows our Innocency, and his Envy, 
will clear us; and give him, unleſs he unfcignedly Re- 
pent, the Reward duc to him for his wicked and unjuſt Ate 
euſations, Inthe mean time, he. himfelf ſhall Convict 
himſelf of Falſbood in this foul Charge. Here he makes 
me to mean by the Blood of Chriſt, which G. YYbte- 
bead ſaid he owns is more than the Blood of another 
Saint, the Bloed of Chriſt within, Yet in the ſame page, 
( p. 30- ) had ſaid before, He (T. Elwoed ) is fo un-, 
fair, he will have it, that G. /YVhitchead owns that 
the matersal Blood of Chriſt is that by which we are 
juſtified. How hangs this together, That I would have 
the Blood which G. Whitchead then treated of, and 
owned, to be the Materia! Blood of Chriſt : And yet at 


the ſame time I would have the ſame Blood to be ( mor "ll 


the-Material Blood, bur) the Blood of Chrift within ? * 
Beſides, G. Whitehead ſpake of that Blood mentioned in 
the Letter, which S. Eccles ſaid was forced out by the Sol--. 
&er, and exprelly ſaid, he owned the Blood ſhed was« 
more than the Blood of another Saint. And will G. 
Keith call that the Blood of Chriſt within? Do theſe 
things ſquare ? Does not this manifeſt the Trick to be 
$? Yet upon this Trick of his, he cries out, 1s 
not this exongy to Cheat all the Vorld ? Have not I more 
- Cauſe te-ſay, Are not ſuch falſe Trick, 4 theſe enough to ® 
belie, abuſe, defame, ſlandcr all the World ? What Man 
can be ſecure from ſuch -a Tricker as G. Keith is 1 He 
goes on with his Trick further, They have, ſays he, « 
double meaning, as Arius ad. They ſay they own the Blood 
of Chriſt, and every other thing ſaid of bim according 2 the 
- | crips 
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ft Scripture; fo, (adds he) ſaid the Arians and Macedoni- 


Els ans, when at other times they diſcovered their meaning to be 
wy te comrary 10 Scripture, Is not this Man palt ſhame ? 
'O& fie foys we have 4 double meaning, as Arime had. He 


"2 muſt ſay this either from Sppoſicion, or Knowledge, If 
Or i from Swppoſition, what can be more borribly wicked, than 
Y,  tobrard a People, 'or Perſons with fo great a Blemiſh, 
& B&B upon Sappoſition only ? If he will pretend t6 kvow, that 
** W we have a donble meaning, he muſt pretend to have that 
it i Knowledge either from our Books, or cur Mouths. From 
's & our Books he can know it no more than another Man, 
'* B they being publick and common to 811 ; neither has he 
TY proved, norcan he prove it from our Books. If he 
» will pretend to have had it from any of our Aſouths, let 
"-8- bim name the Perſon; / provoke him 10 it, He ſays in 
his Solemn Appeal, p. 7. © He thinks he ſhould know, 
e 


' *and doth know, theſe called Quakers, and their Prin- 
# ©ciples, far better than Cotron Mather (his then Oppo= 
©nent) or any, or all his Brethren, having been con- 
* verſant with them in publick Meetings, as well asin pri- | 
* vate Di/courſes, with the mt ,nored and eſteemed @- + 
* morg them, for about 28 Years paſt, and that in any 
*places of the World, both in Exrepe and A : 
* Now if we had a double megnins, as he ſays we have, ia 2 
* as to ſay ane thing, and mean 40thr ; he who has bad © = 
(as he pretends ) ſy cloſe and intimate a Converſation 
withus, for ſo many Years, muſt needs in that time 
have obſerved ii, diſcovered ir, known it, been privy to 
it, and conſequently be able to make a plain, dornonſtr. 
tive, evidential Difcovery and Proof thereof z which /Z 
again provoke him to. Bad he that Trick when he was a- 
mong us? He complains, ( in his Book called , The 
Chriftizn Faith, &c. printed but in 1692. p.3. ) of 
Chriſtian Lodowick ( ſuch another Apoſtate as himſelf )” 
that * Whereas divers of us (ſays he) declared fincere» * 
-* Iy before many People their ſincere Faith, as Concern- 
| | ing 
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"ing the Lord Jeſu Chriſt of Nazareth, and what the 
holy Scriptures teſtific of him, yet he did continue to. 
* Accuſe them ftill, as denying the true Chrift, alledging, 
They had another ſenſe than the Scripture-words did bear ; 
* Appealing to their Conſciences, whether it wasnot ſo ; Thus A, ® 
* making himſelf Judge (ſays G, Keith,) over our ſecret t 
© thoughts, as having a ſecret Senſt in our thoughts of & © 
©Scripture words, contrary to the true Senſe of them, 
*though we have nor given him, or any other, occaſion 
©to judge ſo raſhly and uncharitably of us; and our 
* Conſciences bear us witneſs, in the ſight of God, thar 
* we do ſincerely believe and think as we ſpeak: Thus 
E. Keith but four years ago, even after he had begun his ' 
uarrelling in Penſilvania; yet the very ſame- thing he 
then blamed C. Lodowick for doing towards him,he now 
does himſelf towards us; Would one not think he bad 
 Jearnt this Trickling Art from that Apoſtate ( as he 
e- repreſents him) C. L? He compares us to the Arrians 
#. and Macedonians, ſome cf the worſt of Hereticks, and in 
that for which they were ».ore 70 be condemned, than for oil 4 
._ _tharHereſies, ſince theſe might poſſibly proceed from 
x3 _ and M;ft ake, that muſt flow trom Hypocriſy and 
; Deſipn. I rejeft bis conpaiiſon, and in plain and ſober 
words, deny bs Charge, as a mpit abominable Falſchood and * 
Slander. 


In p. 31. he quarrels with G. Whitehead. for ſaying, 
8. Eccles intent in thoſe words, No more than the Blood of 
another Saint, was «4: to Papifts, ard you, whoſe minds are 
Carnal,” who oppoſe the Light within 5 and alſo ſimply as ts 
the Eſſence of the Blood, which you dare not ſay is ſtil-in be- 
ing. To the firſt part of this Sentence he ſays, This 
never Was my Ouakeriſm: For my bilief all along, was, 
that Papifts, and Bap!ifts, and all, have « benefir by Chrift®s 
. Deatrb. And ſo was G.Whitebead*s too. Becauſe his Death 
being agenera! Arttonement for all that ſhall believe in, 
and receive him, ab arc thereby put into a Capacity, by 
| receiving 
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e receiving and believing in him, to attain unto Salvatis 


[2 


{ on. But if any, whether Papiſts, Baptiſts, or other, 
being carnally minded (which is, or brings Dcath, Rom. 
8. 6.) do in their carnal mind, Oppoſe the Light with- 
in, and comtinue ſo to do, of what particular benefit, to 
the Salvation of the Soul, will the Bloo of Chriſt be 
to them ? Therefore-G. Keith in this, as in almoſt all 
places, deals »nfairly with G. Whitehead, neither taking 
his righe ſenſe, nor giving bis ful words : For what $. 
Whiitebead delivered (as S. E's intent) with refpect to 
ſ«ch Papiſts and Baptiſts whoſe minds are carnal, and 
who Oppoſe the Light within z that G. Keyb extends 

. to Papiſts and Baptiſts Univerſaly, and draws his Con= 
claſion accordingly thus, Now it 3s come to this, ſays he, 
That the Blood of Chriſt #s no more to Papiſts and Baptiſts, 
than the Blood of another Saint. As if all Papiſts and Bap- 
tilts, qua tales, mult of neceſſity be carnally minded, and 
oppoſe the Light within. In like manner he deals with 
him, in the latter part of that Sentence, wvis.. And alſo 
ſimply as to the eſſence of the Blood, which you dare net ſay 

*3s ſtill in being, &. Which plainly appears to- have 
been Spoken, ad hominem only,upon the Baptiſts Norjon, 

' that that Blood which was ſhed, was not in being, Yet 
uppn this G, Kerth deſcants, alledging what no Quaker, 
that I know of, ever denied, viz, That it was never de- 
filed with Sin, and had a Miraculous Conception ; but whol- 
ly conceals thoſe other words of G. Whitebead's,which ir 
liis Book immediately follow, [ But not as to the Spiritud 
Virtue and Teſtimony, which is ſtil in being) Which (faid 
G. Whitehead) $. E. owned to be his Intentzon, And that 
plainly proves, that S. E. owned the Blood ſhed, was 

more than the Blood of another Saint, as tothe Spiri- 
tual Virtue and Teſtimony of it. 

But ſays G. Keith, Let us conſider theſe words of S. E. 
woich-G, Whitchead ſaith,might ſatisfy arySpiritual or un- 
byaſſed man, viz. I de viry highly efteem of the Blood of 
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Chriſt to be more excellent, &c. There G. Keith ſtops 
with an, &c, which he ſhould not have done ; For if 
he had a mind to fave the Tranſcribing thoſe other good 
Epithets (Living, Holy, Precious,) which S. E. added to 
the Blood, yet he ſhould not have overppaſſed thoſe 
explanatory Words of S, E*s which follow, viz. 1 mean 
the Blood which was offered up in the Eternal Spirit, Heb, 
9. 14. The words of that Scripture are, How much 
more ſhall the Blood of Chriſt, who through the Eternal Spi. 
rit, offered himſelf without Spot (or fault) 10 God, purge 
your Conſciences ? &c. Hence it is evident, that by the 
Blood of Chriſt, which S. E. ſaid, he ſo highly eftcemed, 
he meant the Blood that was of and i= that Body, which 
was offered up upon the Croſs : For he refers expreſly to 
this Scripture, which Speaks dire@ly of that Offering. 
This G. Keith unfairly (but like himſelf) concealed ; 
and then cries out, Hers S. E's Fallaey, and G, White- 
heads Fallacy «l/o. But I think he will not be able to 
make it out, without the help of one of his former 
Tricks 7 nor even with it. Thus he goes on, Now you: 
know what Blood they mean, and ſee what Blood G. White- 
head means. The Blood is Spiritual and Inward, the 0- 
ther is « Type. 1f they know what we mean, it is a1ign 
we mean as we ſpeak and write ; for they could not know 
our meaning, but by our ſpeaking or writing. But ſuch 
as mean to know our meaning aright, will do well to 
take it from our ſelves, not from an wnjuſt, and implaca- 
ble Exemy. That the Blood is Spiritual, and that ic 
is inward as well as outward, and outward as well as in- 
' ward, | grant: But that the outward is a Type, is not 
the ſaying nor meaning of the Quakers ; but a meaning 
invented by G. Keith to put a Trick upon us. He quotes 
G. Whitehead's Book (Light and Life, p. 56-) both in . 
* his Groſs Error, p. 17- and here, thus, Jr is confeſſed, that 
God by his own Blood Purchaſed to himſelf a Church, "As, 
20, 28, Now.theBleood of God, or that Blood that relates 
e0 
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10 God, mnft needs be Spiritual, be being 4 Spirit 3 and the * 


$ 
if Covenant of God is inward and Spiritual, and ſo is the Blood 
od B of 5+. Upoa this, ſays G. Keith, Nar. p. 31. Se you ſee 
to doth not allow the Blood outwardly ſhed, to relate ro God, 


fe BB or to be the Blood of the New Covenant, or that God Pur 
an. chaſed bis Church with that Blood outwardly ſhed on the 
b. B Croſs. Why fo, I pray ? 6G. Whitehead ſaid nothing «- 
ch gainſt the Blood outwardly fred on the Croſs ;, but, having 
5. . to do with a Baptiſt, who would have the Blood to be 
re i only outward, and nor Spiritual, and who (as G. Whites 
eB head cites him in that 56 p.) confeſſed he was as [gne- 
rant of any ſuch Blood as may be, G. W bitehead aſſerted 
| the Bloaod.of God, by which he purchaſed to himſelf 2 
o | Church and the Blood of the New Covenant, to be Sps- 
r, | ritual (not only outward, as the Type of it was) And will 
G. Keith (ay, that the Blood of Chriſt which was out= 
wardly ſhed, had no Spirituality iz it, nor might in any 
» ſenſe, be called Spiritual, conſidering the Adiracnlous can- 
r | ception of the Body (whereof the Blood was a Principal 
part) through the ovefſhadowing of the Power of the 
| Higheſt. G, Keith might bave remembred, that when 
he was in The way 0 the City of God (which now he 
hath turned his Back upon) he writ thus, p. 131, *Even 
© according to that Birth (to wit, his outward- Birth) 
© he was the Sor of God, no leſs than the Son of Man, as 
© having God for his Father, as he had the Virgia AdMary 
© for his Mother. Now the Child, we know, doth 
© partake an Image, or Nature, from berb Parents; and 
* thus did Chrift, who did partake of the Nature and 
© Image of Man, from the Seed of Mary, but did par- 
© take of a Nature and lmage, much more excelent, than 
© that of Man, in its greateſt Glory, frott God and his 
* Seed, who did really ſow a moſt Divine and Heavenly 
* Seed inthe Virgin's Womb, which as it ſapplied the 
* Males Seed, fo it had much more in it, and brought 
© forth a Birth, which as it = thetrue and whole Na- 
5-1 8 © ture 


( 132.) 
* ture of Man, fo I ſay,;it had a perfettion above it, and 
that not only in accidental Qualities (as men will readi- 
© ly confeſs) bur even in Subſtance and Efſence. But if 
he had forpotten this, yet he might have remembret}, 
and ought to have conſidered, that Chriſt having offered 
up bimſelf through the Byernal Spirit ro God, the Blood that 
4 Was outwardly ſhed, was included in that offering, as 
\# part thereof ; and will he not admit that Blood, after it 
was offered up to God through the Eternal Spirit, to be 
called Spiritual ? | 
In p.' 32. he tells his Auditors, Ton have had ar ac- 
count of them as to Juſtification (and a falſe account too, 
ſayl; ) Now, ſays he, it 5 worth your while to ſee how theſe 
[pretended] infallible Men, eontraditt one another. What 
more fr9thy Flout conld the moſt prophane Scoffer at In= 
fallibility have uſed ? Is not this ſtrange Language from 
one, that in the ſame Breath (as it were, ſee p. 31.) ſaid, 
1 am a Quaker ſtill? Truly if he were, I ſhould think 
the worſe of Quakeriſm (as he calls it) for his ſake. 
The Contradicon he pretends to find, or rather make, 
is between W. Penn, and*G. Whitthead both, in anſwer 
to Denſon. He gives W. Penn's words out of Reaſon 4» 
gainſt Railing, p. 82. thus, *Rewardableneſs is a work 
* without which God will not beſtow his Faveur, and 
+ yet not the Meritorious Cauſe, for that there is no Pro- 
* portion betwixt the work that is F;»i/e and Temporary, 
* 2nd the Reward which is /nfinice and Erernal, &c G., |}. 
Writehead*s' words he gives out of a little Book called | 
The Voice .of YViſdome, p. 36. thus, *T he Righteouſneſs » 
* which God effe&s in us, is not Finite, but Infinite, fot 
© Chriſt is God's Righteouſneſs , and Chriſt is formed in us, 
© Gal.4.19:; and fo that Righteouſneſs which God-works 
© in us by his Spirit, is of the ſame kind and nature with 
© that which worketh it, for the Saints ate made Par- 
© takers of the Divine Nature, 2 Pet. 1. 4. G. Keith 
ſhould have obſerved, firſt that theſe words: of G. 
3'% Wkmthead's 
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* © raphbyſicks, to underſtand throughly what are always 


© Charged him with ContradiCting himſelf. 


- no Boak, out of which he takes them. 7 ſhall read to 
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Whitehead's ( for he approves afid” highly commends 
VF: Pemn in this place : But his Hoſannah has commonly 
a Crucify at the Tail of it) were a Deduttion or Inference 
from T. Danſon's Affirmation, who had laid down, that 
the Righteouſneſs whereof Chriſt is the Subjett, and that 
whereof he is the Efficient, are of one Species offkind. From 
which G. Whitehead makes his Inference thus, Then 
ſay I, the Righteouſneſs which God effe&ts in us, is not 
Finite, but Infinite: For Chriſt is God's Righteouſneſs, 
and Chriſt is formed in us, 2. Which takes away the Con- 
tradiftion wholly, W. Penn, and G. Whitchead do not 
ſpzak of one and the ſame thing. W. Penn ſpeaks of 
the works which we perform: G. V/hitchead ſpeaks of 
Chriſt, God's Righteouſneſs, formed in w. So the pre- 
tended ContradiQion being removed, G,Kei:h's envious 
notes thergupon fall with it, which only ſhew his cap-. 
rious nature and gaviling Spirit. He ſhould have called 

to mind, that in his Serious Appeal, p. 24. he told Cor. 
Mather, That the nature of aContradiction is difficult 
© many times to underſtand, even in natural things, fo 

© that it is reckoned the Subtilleſt part of Logickor Me- 


© Con:radittions, and what not ; And therefore much 
* more hard it is, to underſtand in Spiritual things, that 
* contain many ſeeming Contradictions. But this, now 
I think on*c, was to. help himſelf off, when C. Mather 


In p. 33- he ſays, Now 1 would haſten to a Concluſion, 
And- though he 'takes time to tell an «truth in the very 
entrance, ſaying, 1 have proved to you, that they have ex- 
eluded the Blood of Chriſt, &c. Yet he makes fo much 
haſte, that going on to prove that we ſay, we are not ſan- 
tified by- that Blood, he gives us three pages, but names 


you, ſays he, G. Whitchead, p. 49, 50, Fl» Here's one 
Progf, ſays he, if ye think _- is not enough, 1 will brivg 
» more. 
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more. What ground they had & think that Proof. e- 
nongh, who heard it, I cannot tell. But 1 think no 
man by reading the Narrative can tell what to think of 
it : For he gives neither the Book, nor the words ;, but on- 
ly the Authors name, and three pages. He brings one 
more, and that is out of G. FOO Book called 

Light and Life, p. 59. T he Baptiſts words he gives thus 
© Neither = = read he Þ was the Blood or Life of 
© Chriſt in his People that we are Fuſtified by. See now the 
Tre of this elſe Man, in ſetting down the Bap- 
tiſts words. The Baptiſt's words were, Neither 
* did I everread that it was the Blood or Life in Chriſt, 
-© or the Life of Chriſt in his People, that we are Juſti- 
© fied by. He leaves out the words [ir Chrit] and 
makes it only the Blood or Life of Chriſt in bis People. 
Whereas the Baptiſt's words import a denyal of Juſti« 

» fication, not only by the Life of Chriſt in his People, 

- bunt by the Blood or Life in Chriſt bimſclf. For ſaid the 

iſt, Neither did I ever read that it was the Blood or 

ife «= Chriſt, or the Life of Chriſt in his People, that 
we are Juſtified by. G. Ws anſwer he gives thus; The | 
© Spirit of Chriſt (which is Life) doth both Quicken, 
* Sanftify and Juſtify, the true Believers, John. 6. 63. 
©x Cor, 6, And that Blood and Water that is ſaid to 
* cleanſe; is not of another kind, but agrees in one with 
* the Spirit, all which is known within, and the effects 
* thereof. Upon this G. Xejb concludes thus, So you 
Jet be takes it away from the outward Blood, and gives it to 
the inward Blood. No ſuch matter. He does not divide 
the o«rward Blood from the inward, with reſpedt to the 
Firtxe and Efficacy of it ; Neither indeed, did he mention 
ourward-Blood, or jeward Blood either, in this place. 
But he ſaid, The Spirit of Chriſt (which 3s Life) dothborb 
nicken, ſanftify and juſtifyy the true Believers (is not that 
true?) He faid, That Blood and Water thats ſaid to cleanſe, 
fs hot of anorker kind, bus agrees jn one with the Spirit Gs 
AF Rot 
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not that true? ) And he ſaid, AZ which is known within* 
the Quickenimg, the Sanitifying, the Fuſtifying, the Clean” 
me, and the Effelts thereof, is known within (is not tha® 
true alſo? ) Whatever the Efficient be, the work is 
wrought within, and both the work ,and the effefts there 
of,is known within. 
By this time his Auditors ſeem to be as weary of G. 
Xeith, as he of the work, And therefore they bid him 


* go tothe next head ; but being loth to loſe a Proof (as 


he calls it) he even thruſts it upon them. He intends 
this Proof againſt YF. Penn, but be names not the Book 
he takes it our of, as he did not before upon G. White= 
bead, which ſhews he was in haſte indeed. But giving the 
words, though not the Book (which he did not in the 
other Caſe) I have, from the Circumſtances of the mat- 
ter, found his Quotation, in that Book of W. Penn's 
called Quakeriſm a New Nickname for Old Chriſtianity, 
P- 149. It is upon a Paſſage which F. Faldo had quarrel- 
led with and perverted in a Book of 1/. Peningron's; which 
G. K, having occaſion to ſpeak of, makes as if he were 
ſo chary of 1ſaac Perington, that he would be loth ſo much 
a1 to mention him ;, an 1ays, 1 charitably think this Paſſage 


+ dropt from bim unawarer. Then adds, 7 wiſh I could have 


that ground of Charity to others of them. It ſeems his Cha- 
rity 1s very narrow, if it can extend to-bat one, and he 
not living neither. But they are in beſt caſe, that have 
no need of his Charity (as the Qnakers have not) for it 
is as kind as the Crocodile*s Tears, But to his Proof, he 
begins it thus, ]. Faldo thinks that be has made If} Penjngton 
his own. Can outward Blood waſh the Conſcience ? p. 19, A 
plain Denyal, ſays ]. Faldo. Here is ]. Faldo's Commentary , 
on If, Penington's words, Is" this Intelligible ? ?Tis 
a ſign by. his Confuſion be bad enough of bis work. I muſt 
be fain to open the Paſlage and the occaſion of it, to 
make ſenſe of his words. J/aac Penington, amongit ©, 
many other Queſtions to _ (who place all wa 
+ 8 
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the ontward ) put this Queſtion, Can outward Blood 


cleanſe the Conſoience ? Can outward VV ater waſh the Soul 


clean? This Fo. Faldo (whom G. Keith no longer ago, 


than in 1692. ) branded in Print for a molt partial - 
and envious Adverſary, known well enough to be poſſeſſed , 


with Prejudice againſt us, Serious Appeal p. 6. and p. 
60.) catch hold of, and made this falſe Comment vpon it, 
A plain denyal of the Efficacy of the Blood of Chriſt ſhed 
on the Croſs, to cleanſe the Soul from the guilt of Sin, by 
its Sarisf :btion 10 the Fuſtice of God, What greater per- 
&:r7/i0n coul41 have been made ! G. Keith probably ſaw 
ti:is, and that Þis Auditors might not hear it, nor his 
Reader ſee it,he huddled through it in thatConfuſed man- 
ner, that rendred it not /nteliig:ble, For he gave no 
more of J/. Penington*s words, but Can outward Blood 
waſh (for cleanſe) the Conſcience. And no more of F. 
Fald”s, but a plain Denyal ;, without ſo much as ſaying 
what it was a denyal of. He gives WW. Pernr's Reply 
ſome what fuller, but not fo fully as I think fic to give 
it. For W, Pezn ( having ſhewed that J/. Peningron 
did not ſpeak of the outward Blood, with reſpet to 
the taking, away the prilt of Sin paſt, but with reſpefF ro 
Purgation, and Santtification of the Soul from the preſent 
Atts and Habits of Sin that ledge therein ) ſays, *Is he (F. 
© Faldo) ſo Sottiſh as to make no diſltintion betwixt 
© being pardoned Sin paſt, and the ground of it; and be- 
© ing Renew:d and Regenerated in mind and, Spirit, and 
© the ground of that Converſion ? (Now follow what 
G. Keith quotes ) *Or elſe is he fo impiouſly unjuſt, 
© that becauie we do deny, that outward Blood can be 
| © brought into the Conſcience, to perform that inward work 
© (which they themſelves dare not, nay, do not hold) 
© therefore 1/. Penington denies any Efficacy to be in that 
© outward Qitering and Blood rowerds Juſtification, as it 
$ reſpects meer Remifſion of ſormer Sins and Iniquities ? 
There G. Keith ſtops ; But W. Porn added, *We "x 
of £ 


. 
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« ſay, That Chriſt's Blood had an Influence into Juſtifi- 
© cation, as he phraſeth ir. Thus far W. Pern. And 
» K note,that this was ſpoken plainly and direQly of the out- 
{ i ward Blood, or Blood of the outward Body. Now G, 
{ Þ Xcitb having given the Quotation ſhort, ſays, So in ſhore, 
| ] take it thus : W. Penn anſwers, That If. Penington's 
words are to be underſtood with reference to Santtification,but 
net Tuſtification (Yes : Juſtification in one ſenſe, but not 
n every ſenſe.) Says he, Outward Blood cannot be brought 
into the Conſcience to perform tbat work (But even the out- 
ward Blood had an Influence to Juſtification, ſaid W. 
Penn) Bus ſays G. Keith, The way that Blood has been 
brought into my Conſcience, is by the apjlication of a living 
Faith in Chriſt, whoſe Blood it was, the Spirit .of God work- 
ing that Faith in me. But hath that Application (he 
ſpeaks of) of Faith really brought that Blood into his Con- 
[.. to perform the work of SanCtification there ? 

' If nor (which to be ſure it could not) Why does he ſay, 

The way that Blood has been brought into my Conſcience 
as if it had been realy and materially brought in there ? 
He ſays, That Blood is not a Phyſical, but a Moral cauſe 
of our Cleanſing. But did he never know, (or pretend 
to know, and hold forth to others) Chriſt's Blood as a 
Phyſical cauſe of our Cleanfing ? He ſays, Chriſt Feſas, 
1. by bis Obedience and Suffering, procured the Pardon of 
my Sins, as well as he Sealed it by bis Blood, And, 2. He 
procured the Spirit to Sanitifie me. So then it is the Spirit 
within, not the Blood withouwr, to which he himſelf a- 

| feribes the whrk of SanQtification, Chriſt Jeſus, by his 
Obedience and Suffering, precured the pardon of my 
Sins, ſays be, as wel] as he Sealed it by his Blood. And, 
2. He procured the Spirit to SanQtifie me. Is it_not 
plain froq hence, that he mak<s the Obedience and 
Sufferings of Chriſt, the cauſe of the Pardon of Sin, and 
the Blood to be but as the $24/ to that Pardon. Burt he 
aUtrivates the work of Sanftification, to neither the one, 
" nor 


. 
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nor the other ; but expreſly to the Spirit, which Chriſt pro. 
curd, to Sanftify him? And I wiſh he had giver way to 
ir, that he might have been Senfified by itz and then 
we ſhould not have had ſach unſan&ified work, (the 
Abuſe, Wrong, and Injuſtice) from him that we have. WW 4+ 
He ſays, 1 find none ſay, there muſt be a material b- 
64tion of that Blood, but 4 Syiritual and Moral ; and, ſays 
he, we cas give Inſt ances that Moral Canſes are many times 


wore Effeftual Cauſes, than Phyſical are : As, ſays he, thei - 
wherewith we buy the Medicine that cures the Body, 
is not the Phyſical Cauſe of Health, but 4a Moral ;, and the 


Money that we buy Bread with, is not the Phyſical Cauſe of 

our Nouriſhnent and Refreſhment, but & Moral, But 
does he think the Money wherewith the Medicine and 
Bread is bought, is a more Effeftual Cauſe of Health 
and\Nonriſhment, than the Medicine and Bread that is 
bought therewith ? 1 am ſage the Medicine and Bread 
are more prozzmate and immediate Cauſes of Health and 
Nouriſhment, than the Money ; and if he having Mo- 
ney, could haye neither Medicine nor Bread for his 
Money, . he might perhaps be in as bad a Caſe, as they 
that haveno Money. I expe& he will (as he uſes to do) 
pay me off with Ignorance and Folly/for queſtioning any 
thing of bis Philoſophy ; But *tis no matter if he do. 1 
Jeargt when I was a Boy, | 


Stnltitiam Simulare loco Prudentia Summa eſt, X 


That little Skill 1 have, Iknow when, where and 
how to uſe, and how to hide : It were well if he knew 
how to make better uſe, than he doth of his greater | 
Stock. Burt Breaking off this ſhort Digreſſion,- which | 
I hofe will be excuſed (for though I cannot dreſs out 
Diſhes, nor ſerve them up ſo clegantly as he ; yet I ex+ 
pett he ſhould allow me, | 


Imerferre 
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Interferre meis inter dum gandia curss. 


He ſees I rather chuſe to change the Verb, than break 
the Poet's Head, and thereby hazard the breaking of 
my own, if I had chnaged the Mood of Interponoz) I res 
turn to the matter again 3 where 1 obſerve, that he 
makes the outward Blood, not at all the Efficient Cauſe 
(I mean the worker) of Sanfification in the Heart, but 
the Spirit, and the Blood ns more the Cauſe of SanRifi- 
cation, than Aſoney is the Cauſe of Health and Nouriſh» 
ment to the Body, to wit, by procuring the Spirit 
| to SanQify, as Money procure: Medicine and Bread to 

Cure and Nouriſh the Body, And in that ſenſe per- 
| haps, as he ſays, he agrees with all true Chriſtians, we 
may agree with him ; provided he will, under the 
Name of Blood, take itf®the whole Offering of Chriſt, 
his Obedience and Suffcrings both inwardly and outward» 
ly, and not divide the Sacrifice. 

At. the cloſe of this page, he tells his Auditors, he 
has now done with the two firſt Heads ; and asks them, 
Shall I go onto prove the other 1wo, or ſhall we adjourn to 
another Day ? And truly his Auditors ſeem'd to have 
had ſo fully enough of that Days work, that they would 

rather endure the Fatigue of one half Howr more, than 
[ be troubled with bim another Day ; And bid him, if half 
| an Hour would do, go on. $0 on he goes 


The Third Head of G. Keith's Charge, (viz. Thet 
We deny the Reſurretion of the Body that dieth) 
Conſidered. 


The Third Head (ſays he, p.34.) to be pr is, That 
the Body that dieth, riſeth not P24) Fir Pl __ he, from 
W. Peap's holding the Reſwrrettion immediately after Death 
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in bis Rejoynder, p. 138. I think, adds he, this will be 


enough for W. Penn, if I give no more, It may beſo 


indeed ; but I don't think it will be enough for G.Keith, 
if he intends to make a Proof againſt W. Per about the 


Reſurrettion : - For that place in that Book treats of the 


Scriptures ; but not a Word of the Reſurrefion. The poor 
Man in his over-eager haſte, miſtook his Books, and quo- 
ted Rejoynder inſtead of Reaſon againſt Railing ; in whick 


latter I have found the place he quotes. I defend Truth, 
and therefore need not take advantage of Errors of the. 


Preſs (if this had been the Printers Error, as it is not, 
but bis own fumbling miſtake) though he hath moſt un- 
worthily done ſo againſt G. Whitehead, and that after it 
hath been proved unto him. Before | recite the Quota- 
. tion (which I find he cited alſo before in his Groſs Error, 

'Þ.12, and perverted there as here) I cannot but take 


notice of the Medium he uſes to prove his Charge by, 
viz, That W. Penn bo!ds the Reſurrefion immediately after + 


Death. Sothat G. Keith to prove one Charge, makes ano- 
ther, . which nceds Proof as much as the former. Now let 
 _usſcehow ke attemptsit. T. Hicks, ſays he, argues thus 
for the Reſurretion of the Body ;, That if there be 10 Reſur- 
rettion of the Body, the Foys of Heaven ſhou'd elſe be imper- 
fe@.Now here (1ays G. Keith) is W. Penn's Anſwer to it, I 
*anſwer,ls the Joj of the Antients now in Glory imper- 
© feft? Orare they in Heaven but by halves ? If itbe o 
© unequit3ble, that the Body which hath ſuffered, ſhould 
© not pariake of the Joys Ccoleſtial, is it net in mea- 
* fare unegaal that the Soul ſhould be .rewarded ſo 
© long before the Body ? This Principle brings to the 
* Mortality of the Soul, (held-by many Baptiſts) on1 am 
© miſtaken, But why muſt the Felicity of the Soul de- 
* pead upon that of the Body? Is it not to make the Soul 

* a kind of idow, and (o in a ſtate of Mourning and difſ- 
*confſolatenefs to be without its beloved Body ? Which 

* Rate is but a be:ter ſort of Purgatory. Thus far h: 

Fr A © gives 
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gives out of W. Penn, then adds, G. Whitchead argues . 


V be Wl the ſame way ; but does not tell where, naming neither 
e oF 'Page nor Book. But he gives bis words chus, *If the 
"th, | * deceaſed Saints in Heaven, or their Souls, have not all 
the W. © that they expedQ to all Eternity, all the ReſurreQion 
the © © they look for, thenthey muſt be in Purgatory for the 
or W ©rime: But if the latter be nor, then not the former. 
0- Y Upon this G.K ſays, But this Contradifts many Scriptures, 


& that eſpecially in AQ.26.That Chriſt ſhould ſuffer, and ſhould 
hb, be the firſt that ſhould riſe from the Dead. Now, ſays he, 4c- 
ie. cording to this Doftrine of W. Penn and G .Whitchead, Chriſt s 
t B Xeſurrettion was later than that of many Millions. Tho” he 
A has much curtaiPd W. Penn's Anſwer, and given no di- 
© F rection whereby to find G. Whitebead's, ( neither bave I, 
_ upon diligent ſearch, found it, and G. Whitehead denies 
the words above given as his, to be his) yet from the 
; words of each which he has given, I find that neither of 
> # thoſe Quotations will anſwer the End for which he 
brings them. They both relate to one and the fame 
Objection, T bat if there be not a Reſurrection of the 

*Þ ſame Body, the Joys of Heaven ſhould be impertect. 
To ſhew the abſurdity of that Objeion, they both ar- 

gued, That if the Joys 6f Heaven, to the Souls already in 

- | Heaven, depend upon the ReſurrcQion of the ſame Bo- 
FF dies in which thoſe Souls lived on Earth, then the Joys 
of Heaven, to the Saints already there, ſhould have 
been imperfe& b;:b:r10, and muſt continue to be imper- 
fect, wnril the ſame Bodies ſhall be raiſed. But this does 
not at al conclade that they held the ReſurreQtion im ne- 
ciately after Death, but rather the contrary. For they 
Cid not argue, That the Souls of the deceaſce Saints have 

- perfet Joy in heaven; becauſe their Bodics in which they 
lived on Earth have had a Reſurrection elreacy, but hs 
cauſe the Joys of Heaven do not dejerd npen the Reſur- 
retion of tboſe Boties. This then is no proof thac they 
held the Refurretion immediately after D.ath, ner, 
Conite 


Aon on. Det. - , 


conſequently, that they contradifted that Scripture? 
Af: 26. That Chrift ſhould be the firſt that ſhould rife 
from the dead ; which whether in a ſtri&t Senſe he was, 
has been queſtioned by ſome, who have urged the In- 
ſtance of Lazarus and ſome others before him. ; 
But it ſeems as if he did not intend thoſe Words of G, 
Whitebcad for a Proof; becauſe after he bad paſſed bis 
Sentence upon that, he ſays, Now if you will bear 4 Provf ? 
from G. Whitehead, you may;z and cites Þ. 353. of the 
Book, called, the Chriſtian Quaker, &c. Where in An- 
ſwer to T. Danſon's, ſaying, © The Happineſs of the 
© Soul is not perfe& without the Body, its dear and be» 
© loved Companion, the Soul having a ſtrong Deſire 
© and Inclination to a Re-nnion to the Body, 'as the 
© Schools not without ground determine, vide Calvin. 
He gives a part of G, Whitchead's Anſwer ( as alſo he 
did in his Greſs- Error, p. 11. ) thus, © Both Calvin, T. 
© Panſox, and the Schools, and divers Anebaptiſts, are 
© miſtaken in this very Matcer, and ſee: not with the 
© Eye of true Faith, either that che Happineſs of the Soul 
© is not perfett without the Body, or that the Soul hath a 
© frong Deſire to-a Re-union to the Body, while they , 
© intend the Terreſtrial, Elementary Bodies: For this im- 
* plies the Soul to be in a kind of Purgatory or Diſqui- * 
*etneſs, till] the ſuppoſed Reſumption of the Body. 
This place ( as that of G. Whitethead, and of W. Penn 
cited before) ſpeaks not of ReſurreCion of the Body, 
but of the ſuppoſed Imperfetion of the Souls Happineſs * 
without the Body, and the ſtrong Deſire thepfancy it * 
hath to a Re-union to the Body; which the immedi- 
ately following Part of G. Whucheads Anſwer (left 
wholly out by G. Keith here, and not fully given in 
his Groſs Error, though he confidently ſays, Nar. p. 
37. 1 have quoted full Periods at length ) plainly ſhews: 
For ſays G. Whitehead there; * And their Allertion-and 
©*Determination therein,is contrary to what the ons 
| an 


-Laith, 2 Cor. 5., For we know, that if our cart!.ly Hoaſe of 
' this Tabernacle were difſſol 


Son's 


, we bave 4 building of God, 
an Houſe not made with Hands, Eternal in the Heavens, 
ver. 1. For we that are in this Tabernacle, do groan, bes 
burdened, &c. ver. 4. We are confident, I ſay, and wi 
ling rather to be abſent from the Body, end to be preſent 
with the Lord, ver, 8. And faid he ( the Apoſtle ) / 
am in a ſtrait betwixt two, having a defire to depart, &c. 
Phil. 1, 23. It is manifeſt, 1 ſay, from bence, that G. 
Whitechead's Words ( cited by G. Keith ) related di- 
realy to that Notion of T. Danſon and others, That 
the Happineſs of the Soul is not perfe&t without the Bo» 
dy, and that the Soul hath a ſtrong Deſire to a Re-uni- 
on tothe Body, to which he oppoſed thoſe Words of 
the Apoſtle before recited. Yet from hence G. Keith 
tells his Hearers 3 To ſee, I hope, here is Proof enough, 
that G. Whitehead holds, that the deceaſed Saints look 
for no Reſurrefion of the Body. But in this he concludes 
unfairly: For the Words he gives for Proof, do not 
prove he held ſo. | 
Here G. Kei.h was put in Mind, it ſeems, that ©. 
Whitebead, ſaid Elementary Bodies ( which he did and 
Terreſtrial alſo) to which G. Keith replies, What other © 
Body could it be ? As much as to ſay, What other Body 
could the Soul deſire to be re-united to, but a Terreſtrial, 
Elementary Body? For of ſich Bodies G. Whitehead 
ſpake, as the Soul was faid to have a ffrong defire of. 
re-union to, which was the Terreſtrial, Elementary Bo- 
dy, which T. Danſon (aid had been it's dear and beloved 
Companion, So that, it ſeems, according to G. Keith, 
ic muſt be a Terreſtrial, Elementary Body after it 18 re=unj- 
ted to the Soul in Heaven. What other Body could it 
be,ſays G. Keith ? But he is fain :0 ftep down into his] Dirch, 
to fetch up a little of his Dizch- Philoſophy to make it 
out by. 1 hope, ſays he, « little Philoſophy will not offend 
you. The Objeftion, ſays be, thry make, is the ſame againſt 
Chriſt's 


A. b *, — 


Chrift”s Body. | Pray, ſays he, Was not Chriſi*s Body 


| Elementary ? Did he not Eat and Drink? And was it not 
the ſame as we Eat and Drink? And if we Eat and Drink 
of what are Elementary, then his Body did receive the ſame 
Elements, and they were converted into bis Body. Firſt, 
let me tell him, the Objetion made againſt a Reſurre- 
Aion of Terreſtrial, Elementary Bodies, is not the ſame 
azainſt Chriſt's Body. For there was a difference be- 
tween Chriſt's Body, and the Bodies of other Men. 
His was a more excellent Body, with reſpeCt to its Ge- 
meration, G; Keith hath ſaid it, Way to the City of God, 
P- 134. * And thus he was both the Sor of God, and 


© the Son of Man, according to his very Birth in 24a- || 


©ry: And therefore even according to that Birth, he 
© hath a Divine Perfettion and Vertue, and that Subſtan- 
© tial, above all other Men that ever were, are, or ſhall 
*be. Andin p. 135. © His Body hath not only the 
* Perfeftions of our Body, but alſo mnch more, becauſe 
© of its being generate, not only of a Seed of Mary, but 
© of a Divine Seed. This made him contend againſt the 
Word Humane, as too mean a Title for the outward 
and vilible Fleſh which Chriſt took of the Virgin, R-- 
or Corretted, p. 27, &e. But now calls Chriſt's Bo- 
dy not only Elementary, bat plainly Terreftrial. 

He ſays, G. Whitehead owns in his latter Writings, 
that Chriſt's Body that roſe, is the ſame with his Body 
that ſuffered. Here he uſes the Word [ Latrer } de- 
ceitfuily and m.5ciouſly, to infinuate, as if G. Whitchead 
had not owned this till z2w of late; whereas he could 
not but know, that in a Poſtſcript to a Book, called, 
Toe Malice of the Independent Agent rebuked, written in 
the'third Month, 1678. which is eighteen Tears ago, G. 
Whitebead (for to him G. Keith aſcribes that Poltfeript) 
- aid, Chriſt did riſe in that Body wherein be ſuffered, and 
in the ſame aſcended into th: Heavens, I ſay G, Keuth 
could not but know this, becauſe in his Book led, 

he 
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be true Copy ( Pritited*but laft Year ) p-'21.. he quos 
ted a Paſſage, as G. Whitebead*s, out of thar very Poſt» 
fcript- But fays hein p. 35; bis Pride will" nor ſuffer 
him to own bis forme Error, cither in that, or in other 
things. 1 may rather ſay of G. Keith, His Envy will 
not ſuffer him to be Js# or Honeft.  For-he can no 
where find in aty of G. Whitcheads Writings, that he 
did ever «ſown Chriſt's Body that roſe, to be the ſame 
Body that ſuffered, © But there is not an equal Compa» 
riſon betwixt Chriſt's Body and Man's. His faw no 
Corruption. But Man's Body 'is ſubjet to Corruption 
and Putrefattion. 

In p- 35- He ſays, And ſeeing W. Penn thinks it ab- 


ſurd that a Body can be transformed from an Earthly and 


Animal _— to an Heavenly Body, as ( ſays he) be ar: 
gucth, Reaſon againſt Railing, p. 134. He makes it noe 
only as groſs as Tranſubſt antiation, but worſe. But this 
( ſays he ) is bis groſs Ignorance in true Philoſophy, "and 
bis falſe Philoſophy deftroys bis Faith. But what, I won- 
der, has deſtroyed G, Keith*s Honeſty, except it be his 
groſs Enmity ? For he has moſt grofly abuſed W. Pena | 
is Paſſage. Where doth #. Pern ſay, or hold, ir 
is abſurd that 4 Body can be transformed from an Earthly' 
or Animal Body to an Heavenly Body? Thereis no Word 
in the Place cited, nor any where that I know of, that 
either ſpeaks fo, or haga tendency that way.. - But that 
which W. Penn reputed abſurd was, that a Body ſhonld. 
be ſaid to be changed from an Earthly or Animal Body 
to an Heavenly Body, and yet «fter ſuch change conti- 
nue to be the ſame Earthly or Animal Body that it was 
before. - This is that of which W. Pexn faid, How is it 
poſſible, that it ſhould be the ſame, and not the ſame? And 
if « thing can yer be the ſame, ' and notwithſt anding changed, , 
for ſhame bt zur never mach ſo make ſtir, againſt the Do- 
fringe of Tranſubſt antiation, And indeed, as ealily may G.\ 
Keith defend” the one as 3 Jn And if | 


tho 
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thoſe of the Proteſtant Partieyhewow Courts, he ſhoule 

miſs of the End of his turning from the Quakers, ir: is 
no! alcagethex unlikely, but that be may try what Earu- 
ings be can wake: among them that hold that Dolrine. 
He ſays, 1t is not Tranſubſtaytiation, if 1 fay, a Seint's 
Body is the: ſame at the. Refurreition for Subſtance, 41% was 
when. it went 5n#2 the Grave, leaving the feces of drofſie Port 
of is behind, 1 fay, that is beſide the Queſtiov, But 
the, Queſtion is, Whether a Natural or Carnal Body 
C that 15, a Body conſiſting of Flaſh, - Blood and Bong: ) can 
be raiſed ox of the Grave . withons Fleſh, Blood and Bones, 
and yet be properly and truely ſaid to be the ſawe n4- 
tural or carnal Body, that it was while it conſiſted of Fleſh, 
Blood and Bones.?: For if ke would argue from the Sub- 
ſtance of a Body, he ſhould firſt have dþred what the 
Snbſtance'of a Nature! or Carnal Body is, thatit might 
have ' been agreed ; whether the Feces or droſly. Part 
& 2s he calls. it, by which & underſtand him to meanthe 
Fleſb, Blood ard Bones) be the Subſtance, or any Part 
. of the Subſtance, of a Netwal or Carnal Body. He 
. Tems to hold that it is not : For ke blames. HW; Penn 
for holding, that Carniety is effential to a Carnal. Bedy 
Gthat is, that Fleſh is eſſential to 4 Body of Fleſh) and he 
fays-thereupon, ſee how contrary this is to common, Senſe 
" and Underſtandins, But ſure i think every one that has 
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but common Senſe and Underſtanding, may hareground !F* 


to Queſtion, Whether he has not loſt his. To, mani- 
tet how contrary it is to common Senſe and-Under- 
ſtanding (and withal to give his Auditors to under- 
ſtand, that he is not only a mickle Philoſopher, but a lit- 
tie Piece of an Hen- Honſewife too.) he ſays, There is . 
0-VVoman that ſets an Hen to breed Chickens, but knows 
the contrary. You know, ſays he, the Subſt ance of the' E 
( the- White and Yolk 7} by the force and beat of | the Hs 
rh; 01 the Egg, is changed into a Chicken, Is bert, Tas 
he," any. Tranſulþ artiation? Firſt, obſerve he olnaryths. 
: , 'm'e 
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but a Chymical YVbimſie in his Head, or's Chimers, 


' Eonfine, or bold it. | don think mary have that under- 


ſtanceor Body of. Herbs, is caſtly apprehen 


( 147 ) : 
Whits 25d the Yolk'ts be the Sabfarce of the Egg- 
Next, that this S«bff ance of the Egg, the YVbite * 
the Toth, is changed into # Chicken, Now vnjeſs he 
afficm, that the SubPoance of a Chicken, after it comes 
to be a Chicken, is the #/bize and Toth, I fee not how 
he will avoid a Tr.:ſubtantiation, that is, a ng of 
the Subſtance of the Eeg, which was Y7bie « 
into the Subſtence of a Chicken, which of all the Chickon 
I have-caten of, I always took to be Fleſh, Blood and 
Bongs, If he thinks otherwiſe, and it ſhould eyer hap» - 
pen that he and | ſhould be Pelbw- Commoners at x Chic> - 
ken, let him but lex me have what 1 call the Subſtance of 
it, and [ will readily reſign all the reſt to him, even the 
VVhize and the Tolk, if he can find it, and, in requirel. 
of his Corteſie, ſome part ( and the mo ſolid) of that 
which [ call the SubPaxce too, which will nor be un« 
ſuitable to a Cyricsl Philoſopher. But whereas he makes 
himſelf alittle ſport with PF. Pers Philoſophy, he 
might have conſidered, that what /F. Penn writ on that 
ſubje& was not to entertain the Schools, to inform 
common and rulger Capacities; and t he han- 
died ir Scripturally, not” Philoſophically, ufing * : 
Terms he writ in, according to the or 6 ra 
cation, and common Acceptation of them. 

What he ſeys of a Chymical Operation,” T take to be 


which he pleaſes, vis. That a groſs Body of Herbs, or 
orh:y Subſtance, can by Chymical Oper ation be made fo ſub= 
tile, volatile, and ſpiritual ( without any Tranſub#tantiati. 
on, or Change of the Subſtance) that a Glaſs can ſearcs 


ſtanding, that he pretends to have of Chymical Opera- 
ries, That  fabtile, volatile, ſpiritzons Subſtance may 
by Chymied' Operation, be extraifed from a grof Sub- 
| e. '-And 

that which is fo Rt” afcally called the "m—_ | 
oe” -- 2 | 
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| of 'which it is'drawn, '#0? 1 
. \Byr thatthe groſe Bady ir: ſelf of Herbs, or-other Sub- 
. ance, -can,be made ſo ſobrile and. volatile, as ſcarce 
tobe contained in a Glaſs, requires better Proof,-to 
gain belief, than his bare ſaying it. ,-Befides, if the 
rol Body be made ſo ſubtile and volatile, - as he ſays, 
is the Feces or drofly. part left-behind, as he ſays. 
But that. which muſt make bis Chymical Conceit bear any 
right Parallel with that Notion of the Reſwrreftion, which 
I'V. Pen oppoſed, muſt be, that this groſs Body of 
Herbs, which he ſays, may be made ſo ſubtile and vo- 
Jatile, muſt fil remain the ſame groſs Body of Herbs, that 
it was before, notwithſtanding its almoſt unconfinable 
ſubtility by Chymical Opexarion 3, as they hold the Bo- 
dy that dies andis laid in the Grave, to be chargedig 


- the ReſurxeRion, and yet to be the ſame Body, after the 


| ReſurreRtioi as it was when -it died, and was laid in 
-  theGra Fhis is that which /#. Penn compared to 
=» 59s ty of the Doitrine of Tranſubſt antiation ; the 
3 wh brug Dottrine, ( not to meddle here with the 
0 (bak It.) lies in this, that the Patrons of that Opi- 
= affirm the very Subſtance of the Bread and: YV Vine, 
» : ſafter_the Words of Conſceration, as they call them, are 
| -n ) "to be really changed- into the very Subſtar.ce of 
-* Chriſts'Body, .and yer tbe Accidents of the Bread and 
A Wine evforce the Senſes to confef, that the Subſtance 
of the Bread and V Vine, remains jn them as before. 

1 perceive he has done, and: that quickly, with his 
Tbird Head, about the Refurreftion, Which,, a:be has 
B $a:c4 it, hz needed not at all have attempted to. prove 
Þ "our denial of. For itisa known thing, that as we have 
" al-vays aſſerted a Rceſurre@ion of Bodies, {ſ0-we bave-al- 
ways devicd the Body which ſhall be raiſed: to by tbe 
ſame Body that-'died, with whos to-Greſneſ3:1and 
Carniety 5; pron 1. From the? e- of our Op- 
/ . p4crs about. it, :who \ 7 ogreyataml ribly eged, 
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and Wherefore it 5s 5 wonder it ſhould be tho wei) ſans 4 
2. Fr the Rexſor and Nerve of the thing; which will -} 
not atthit a' Natural,” Carnal Body tobe 'n-ſunrable Han © 
bj:awon for x Glorified Soul in Heaven to dwell in,-nor- 
to'be rhe ſarne Body, that it was when it wasa- News 
rul and Carnal Body, "if it caſe to be « Natittal and Care 
nel BoCy, and be wholly Spiritual, ' 3. *From the 
uncontroulable Teſtimony of the Holy Apoſtle, who fays,' 
expreſly, "T hat Fleſh and Blood cannot snberit the Kipg dons 
of God, 1 Cor. 15. $0. And by a Metaphori'horrowedb 
from Azriculture, ſays, That which thou ſoweſt ( which is 
the Body 'that dies and is put into the Grave') the! 
ſowrft not that Body that ſhall be, ver. 37. which is alike, 
as if he had ſaid in ſo many 'Syllables, The Body that" 
ſhell ariſe, is not the ſame- Carnal Body thar dies, and 46 
pat into"the Grave, No, the'Body that is' put:ime/the\ 
Grave (or is ſown) is a Natarail Body: (But' the Bow? 
dy that is raiſed is a Spiri-ndl Body. 7: is ſorn « Natural: 
Bady, it is rajſed a ſpiritnal Body, ſays the-Apoſtie,, wor? 
44+ Amid that none might think this ſpirited Bod y was! 
the ſame with the Natiral Body, he" adds, There 6:4: 
N4tuwal Body, and there is & ſpiritual Body. Hedoes not 
ſay, the Natural is made-4 ſpiritual Body, 'or the Natu- © * 
ral Body and the Spiritual Body is but ene 'and be” fume © 4 
Body. Burt he ſets them in tion, as- 6s Jiſtinl$ | 
Bodies: There is « Nutur al ; and there's 4 Speriens': 
al Body. The Apoſtle -illuſtrat:s this Difference be-.: 7 
rwe:n-the Body that dies, ( or is ſown ) and the Body © 
that is Jl from the two Adams, the firſt and the- 
l:R, aying,' The "firſts fan Adam was mide + living's | 
Soul, the left Adam war made a quickening Spirit, ver. + - 
45- 1s" this\quickening Spirie the [ame with that livi : 
Seul # Is the luſt Adam, 2nd the firf Adam, but one | 

the ſelf fame Adam? The firſt Man is of the Earth Earth- 
ty, y Jecund Man 53 the Lord from Heaven, ver, 47\ ' 
* Will6. Xt aan 2 Man, which is the'Lord 3 ., 
&* 3 from © 


| ( 250.) | 
from Heaven, is the ſame with. the Firſ# Man, which 
is of the Earth Earthy ? 4 5 the Earthy, ſuch are they 
alſo that are Earthy ; and a5 is the Heavenly, ſuch arc they 
Aſovhat are Heavenly, ver. q8. Does not the Apoſtle 
here plaiply ſhew, That as the ſecond Mag, the Lord 
from Heaven, is not the ſame with the fir Hof the 
Earth Earthy : So the Heavenly Bodies wiiich the Saints 
ſbab have, are noe the ſame with the Eartby Bodies which 
| they heve had ? Ard, ſays he, as we bave born 1he Image 
”- of the Earthy, we (hall alſo bear the Iamyage of the Heavenly, 
ver.'49- This ſhews we ſhall bear the lmage of enatber 
* , Body in-Heeven, than that which we bore on the Earth, - 
| Conſequently not the Image of the ſame Body. But if 

by Heqvenly Body were meant, the ſame Body that was 
Eeriby, then we ſhould bear the Image of «be. ſame Body 
-  krreafter in Heaven, which werbave born here on Earth, 
- quite contrary ;to the Apoſtle*'s Dofrine; who to clear 
the mater fully,. that in all.this Diſcourſe of his about 


the ReſurreRtion, be did not mean the ſame tody of 
Fleſh and that dies ſhould be raiſcd, :co 

{- thas, vere $0, Now this I. ſay, Brethren, that F, | 
© Blood cativet inbercs the Kingdom of God,, But & 

”” that dirs. gvery ove knows is a Body of F/eſb and. 3 
=". therefore, bet Bodycannet inberig the Kingdom of God; 
- but it muſt: be 4 Zedy which is mY Fleſh and 1 


| ane that canna.'b the Body of Fleſh and Blood that * 


This is fo fully handled in thoſe Books of W.. Penu 
and G; Whnchead (put of which.G, Keith is pte- 
- Tended Proofs} as Wall as in other Books of theirs, that - 
- G.Keith.needed not be ferched «4 ound to prove it, by 
”  glledging that they hold the ReforreQion 1mmediately 
afcer - death, but that he had. a Mind 10.hx {if he 
# could ) that ſander on them, which they no where ſay, 
nor do. the-Places he has. quoted prove itz For tlicy 


| therein only argued againT the obſers apd groſs Norer 
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of their- CR $; which was, that the Bu#y which 
is raiſed, is rhe fume Carmi! Bady, that Died-and Wis Bu« , 
ried"; which tie; if hehave 4 Mind, mey undeftake the © 
Proof of. But though we cannot ſabſttzibe**+d-that -. * 
groſi and carrd Norjon ; yet both the Quakers in pthe2 , 
+ ral, ahd they in particular, do own, 'and always have 
* owned, '« Reſurrethion, and” that of Beaker. * $6 faid W. 
Pin in the Book-G? Keith quoted (of © ſhowtd have _- 
quoted, if he had not miſtaken, and quoted another, 
for it ) Reaſon ag abt Ravling, p. 133-"* We o2cktiow- + 
* ledge # Reſfurredtion in-order to Erernal Recompeace, ® 
© id that every Seed ſhall have its own-Body ; and we © * 
"reſt contented with what Body ir "(hall pleaſe God'to | 
* give us. . Bot as we're not fuch Fools," as rafivnſty to 
*enquite Whar; 'So muſt wwe for ever"@ctty' the'719/s 
£ Conctits of T. Hicks and his Adherents 'Cof whom &. 
Xtith-is now become one) concerniii# the Refyrre- 
+798: And | having refuted thoſe groſs' Corriith *he 
kEof, he concluted thus, inp. 149.*Forobr parts, 
e#ion we- believe, and of Bodjes 196; witto Fter= 1» 
i What they ſhall zor be, 1] have briefly ſaid 
proved; what they ſhall be, we Teave'with' Gap Sp 
villLeive every one a Body as pleaſtth himz*and 


” - 
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mr Fool, belongs to the unneceſſary meter. & 
9 Mnſcif,” bats while ago, undertook W.” Penn's 
Rae wm this Point of the Reſurreion;" againſt Cor- 
mou Wzther, in his Serious Hpped, p. 9. where he ſays, | 
* + F6r his cifing* W." Pers Words irguing apainſt. 7 
*thart ſam? Numericdl Body its riſing at the ReſarreQi- | 
* bnp4r-is' clear that be underſtandeth the” fame exit- / 
- * Number of the ſmall Particles or Duſts, neither more © 
*ndt lelgthan what is' commonly biricd ; and whe bur. | 
* 35 thive br thar? "Said G. Keith then. If G. Keith ha's + 
ord neo Thiinrain"and defendwthe contrary,” ari 
wilt ke to prove that it is'the fame 'Nimerical 
Boily, WENT Tien Particles; that riſes, which 
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was buried, let him do it Seripearglly, not only Phile- 
ſophically ( and that by faiſe Notions of Philoſophy ) 
teſt he make People ſuſpeCt he intends only a Reſurretti- 
0 of Philoſophers, or at moſt bit a Philoſophical Reſurre- 
tion.” | adviſe him to keep to Seriptare-1 erms, becauſc 
he hath ſo often recommended that-to others, and bla- 
med his Opponents formerly for going from it. And 


1 _ particularly in his Book, called, Truth*s Defence, p. 169. 


is Poſitive, * That ail the Principles and Dottrines of the 
; * ChriftiarfFaith,which God requireth in commen of all 
” * Chriſtians, are expreſly delivered-and recorded in the 
© Scriptures; and therefore, ſays he there, for my part, 
* whar 1 cannot find expreſly delivered in Scripture, 4 ſee mo 
© Reſon why 1 ſhoald receive or beljeve as any common Ar« 
* eicleor Pranciple of the Chriſtian Faith or Life. The Do- 
Qarine of the RelarreCtion of the Dead, is a common Arti- 
cle of the Chriſtian Faith, which we find expreſly delive- 
rxediin theScriptures, and accordingly we ſincerely believe 
it. But we do not find it expreſly delivered in the Scrip- 
. " Turgs, that the Body that ſhall be raiſed is the ſame 
; Boay thatdieds but we find.the guite contrary y 
=- Uchvered in Scripture [| Thoy fon eſt-not that -Boay 1 
— Jhdll be, 1 Cor.15. 37. ] And therefore we ſee no-Rta- 


- fon (any morethan G. Keith formerly did ) to receive , 


or believe it.as.a common Article or Principle of the 


© Chriſtian Faith, :much leſs that we ſhould be-blamed for 


+ mot ſq receiving it ; and leaſtofal} by: him, who hath 
J xy: ſo gcod a Defence for himſelf, againſt being 
| blamed for not, receiving-as an Article of the Chriſtian 
+ - Faith, whar he cannot find expreſly delivered: inthe 
- Ecripture. I 1 tit i * 
4 could ſhew a great deal of A4b/urdiry ard Soff- contre 
AiQion of G. Keiil's, jn what he hes delivered or” this 
Sabjc@ pf the. &eſorreZian. . But Lam ynwilling.tofpend 
. Lime, or £00 much; to eglarge the, Bulk of theſe-$heers, 
| + which arg already-increaſt bexong my Expectation your 


ans. M.A 4 + 


the foregoing Heads,-- I ſhall therefore in the Remai./ 


. was willing by that means-to endear himfelf, and thent. 3 


has, 
1 


(193) : 
I by my giving particular and foll Anſwers ito 


der, contract my- Anſwers as much as well | may, and 
either paſs wholly oyer" the lzghrer parts: of his' Narras 
tive, or touch but b5ghily on them. —_—_ ak 

' Towards the bottom of p. 35. having done with the 
Dodrige of-the ReſurreQion, he takes an vccafion to 
give another Flure at [nfallibiliry, 'though'not relating: 
to. any of his four Heads or Chargesz which makes me - 
think, be did it to grgtifie the more prophene- and looſe 
party of his Auditors, as knowing that ſuch -Perfons” 
uſe to /coff at Inſpiration and Infallibility, to whom he 


to him. He takes his occaſton/from a Paſſage ins Book ':. | 5 
of G. Whitchead's, mentioned before;:calied,;” The Foics, - -. 
of YV;ſdom, in Anſwer to TY. Danſor,' where p.,.394 40", 
the Prie(ts ſaying, Qur wart of Infallbility is no valid 5 
Plea againſt our Miniftry ;, G. Whitehead anifwered; #6 
falſbood here appears. plainly, for they thar want Infallibilix 
ty, adhave not the Spirit of Chriſt, they ave out- of the” 
Truth, '\apd are fallible, and their Miriſtry is not"of thi 
Spirit, Beans they ſpeak. not from the Spirit, but from theit., © * 


own Hearts, which are deceitful, where they want Infalls»": 1 
bility.. The Inference -G. Kevb makes from hence" + 
this, Now, 7 bope, ſays hes] have provedthey want In-:. 
fallibility, and therefore. by their own Dofrine, they are#6 - 

true Munſterrof Chriſt, But his Conſequence wilt not? =} 
hold: For it Jdepends-not upon certainty, but hope,” and: 
falſe bope t09.. He hopes he has proved they want In- 
fallibility : Buthis Hope: is but the: Hope of en Hypoerits, , 
which will periſh as he alſo will, uvleſs he repent. If 4 
Inf allbility be ſo ludibrious athing with him, how comes 

iT.io paſs that-he-hath not yet openly re:-0unced what he: 


formerly wriiten in Defence of Divine [nſpiration, 
munidiare; Revelation, and. Infallibility, who perhaps has 
writ.moce 0a 4hoſe Subjects, in tafQuterhgigench 


*as# 
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-a p-'36: I obſtrve « Paſlage dropt from a Frick of 
nes, chat happened to be prefent, this, F tower brow + 


bus you will when bave 'an Anſwer 'ro what G, 
Keith bes ; thet 00 be Ms Pieraphriſes 
an, will agree with kim wi Principles; that ſpake this, 
muſt be underſtood ro mean, if 'G. Keith wil wapree 
with bimfelf in Principles, that is, will 'own the fame 

t now, which be owned, maintained and de- 


mat open!y reaounced ;' fo noither did that Friend of 


” ears kyow whether he world (armo.- The Btr 


therefore, ——_ ondertook” to Anſwer in 6. 
KeitÞPs behalf; did hat miſtakethe Matter, when 
from thoſe Werds {1do not know bot you will find, 
they whom he Charges will agree with Him in Princi- 
ples} be inferi*d {| Tos ſey that be differs nor from you in 
Principles.) Ner was he lefs out in concluding, that 
ther was #0 clear bins from the, C of Apoftaſie: For 
Ir was aptly replied by another, ei; an Apfafie 

from the Spirit of Chriſtianity, as well as from the - 
ples. | "But that» Seranger was ſtrangely ont, who in Þ. 
" 45. ſaid, For « Man to Apoſtatize, vs to Apoſtarize from 
the whole Fawb ;, but for a Man to-differ with reſpelt ro pay- 
ticular things, "this is mor Apoſt efie. He might have con- 


fider'd, that Apoſtaſic'is either "General, or Special. 
A 


poſtake General, iv that which” he calls an Apoſtaſie 
from the whole Faith, which 1 think cannot be properly 
faid of any bot ſuch, as wholly renvunce the Chriſtian 
Religion, in all parts of its Profeſſion, and turn Fews 
.or I»fidels,- But if any who have profeſt the Proteſtant 


Religion, and held Communion with Proteſtants un- - 


der any particolar Denomination, ſhould renounce Pro- 
zeſtantiſm, and turn Papiſt, | preſume any conſiderate 
.. Proteftant would account ſuch an one'an A pe Soy 

fuch 3n one could not be rightly faid to hi _ 
$ Paized fromthe whole Chriſtian Faith, inaſmuch a 


Saded while be was = Quaker, whichas G. Keith had . 
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& Clanch of Rowe (as Corrapy as ſhe-4s ) doth hold thy 
Y vers Acticles of the Chriſtian Faith, in Common with 
all P:ateſtapts. But fince- Apoſtaſie, in the common 
ce of the Word, and from the Etymon theve< 
of, Signifirs @ departingy. or Falling off, from that 'Rew 
* ligious Society, or Body of People, to which a'mayy way 
before joyned, and it is evident G. Keith is falletvoff 
and departed _ the Society of the — cated 
Quakers, tv which he was once joyned z he comes p 
. perly under the Denomination of an Apoſtare, pry er 
no Injury to him, to:call him ſo. F217 
Inp. 37. be repeats the Story which he formerly 
told, of the Man, that, he-ſays, told bim, he woultÞ. 
rather Die, or loſe his right Hand, than lign a Sentence: 
(as he calls it) again him: And that man; he ſays; has 


ſince come to him, -and told him, he did not joyn inthe» * 4 


Judgment given againſt him-' Whether this latter port 


a {ort of nſtable man that has been. Butof the 
that matter, ſo far as it did concern the Meeting, {have 


given ſo. particular and ful an account, in my-former" 


Book called Trath Defended, p. 64, 65, 66, 67- as 
doubt not will give Satisfation to any unbyaſſed R 


whether I refer ſuchy that I may not ſpend rime upon 


ſo impertinent a-matter here, as 1 perceive 'ſome of 


his Auditors judged it: For after he had ended his re-- 
lation of it, one of his Auditors, whom he calls a Straf-" 
ger, ſaid, All this is very Impertinent to the Buſineſs "i 


Hand, Yer 1 find he ran on in a looſe way of telling 
_— azainſt the Quakers, both'the reſt of that pegey, 
a | 


- three Miniſters of London that in the Year 1678, Roſe 
up( } againſt him, and he oppoſed their Errors. 
ed by an Auditor, What Ainiſters they were þ 


_ OFF 


VE 


2 


be tiuc I know not, nor much regard, nw Hy 


Þ. 38. eq, 
Towards the bottom of that page, he tells a Story of 


He- readily anſwered, They were Quakers, Butbeing - 
| pur. 


. 
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pit bÞ5h! it, «xd preft bard ww; refl their Names, be aid, 
# will wor do it; it 45 not convenient ; there is one of them a 
Citizen of very good repute, and therefore it will be better 
to-0nceal bis name. Can there bt any thing but Hypecri- 
Hin this pretence-? - For is not-G. Whicchead 4 Citizen 
; of very good repute alſo ? And yet fo far has G. Keith been 
| ealing his name, that he has endeavoured to ; 
blemiſb bis name as much as in him lies, and to /o4d him 
witly Infary and Slender. Beſides, being urged again/ 
tp-tell bis name, He anſwers, / think it not comvement, 
we'muſt uſe 4 little Policy as well ar you, This'more ful- 
lyihews his Deteie,who before pretendedCharity in con- 
cealing the Perſons names, but now diſcovers the Ground 
therzof was Policy, But to be ſurejhe ſhewed no Policy 
; in-chat-- | { might juſtly enongh reje& this ſtory whol-# 
X wm__ tell bim, = he did his Countryman Fohn Alex- 
'* anger (who charged a/Mifinterpretation of Scripture 
9 ſome of the Quakers, without naming whom) 
Sting toe has produced no names, of any among us, un- 
 <dtrſtanding that, &'c. We are not concern'd to anſwer 
bw, +Troth's: Defence, p. 67. And again, in p- 77. 
"26 &like- Charge made by F. Alexander againſt ſome 
lakers withane naming them, He ſays, *He ought 
—» * xd:bave produced their names, or we are not bound to 'Y 
' Efirve bim, that any have ſaid fo," | May 1 not with-as#*. 
Z cg ſay © to-4G: Keith in this Caſe, eſpecially 
- ſetioghe refuſed to name thzm, tho? fo earneſtly preſ- - * 
-—  ſedtoit? As he fays, they were three Miniſters, ſo 
: Jhe-charges them with three great Errors.” 41; That 
-- . they aid Chriſt's BoJy did never riſe out of the Grave. 
- 2. That they denied it was lawful to pray to Jeſus 
Crucified - 3. That they could come t6- God -. 
= , in Mediator, the Man Chaiſt Jeſas,-” Theſe” * 
- are fo Comrary to our known Principles, rhar | cannot 
-  belizve his Charge co be true, as he has giver it; © He 
- ſays, hecan apacal ta W. Pron,.and G. Whitehead, - But 
Es Bee's > 1s 
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is ir not ſtrange, he ſhould pick 
2 | amongſt forty-or fifty, that he ſays were preſent) + 
r | appeal to, when he has made them the common-Buttsz 
is | to-ſheot the Arrows of his Enyy at, through the. gred- 
”» || teſt part of his Narrative ? Could he find-none to-aps 
n 

0 

, 

V 

4 


d/ 


3 


peal to, out of forty or fifty, but them? Well, I have 
enquired of them both, Concerning it. W. Pew faiths 


T be doth not Remember it. 6G. Whitehead doth Remems 


ber that ſome (but not near ſo many as G. Keck men». 


tions) had ſome Diſcourſe with him about-that” rime, 

upon ſomething that he had written 3 but. that any of 
. & them ſaid, Chriſt's Body did never riſe outof the (:raye ; 
t WF Or, that they could come'to God, without the Medi- 
; Þ& ator, the Man Chriſt Jeſus; Or, that Paul was Dail 
9 U and Ignorant, (which in Nar. p. 38, 39+ G.. Keith Char- 
ges on them) .he ſays, He neither heard, nor-dothbe< 
lieve. But that ſoue Diſcourſe did paſs betwixt him, 
and them , Concerning praying to Chriſt, ke doth 
Remember ; but believes it was not altogether as 
G, Keith hath related it. However it was, 1 obſerve; 
that in one part of that Story ( even as .G.:Keitls 
hath giyeu it) he clears W. Per andiG, Whitebrady and 


- + others, who be ſays oppoſed him. For he hece:ſays;” 
4+ Þy£bat (upon their denying that it was lawful to Pray:a& 
J:ſus Chriſt Crucified, and daring him to give anJn- 


ſtance of one Engliſh Quaker that he ever heard/Pray £@& 


Chriſt) i, Pern ſaid, iam an Engliſh Man, and a Quas 
| ker, and I own | have oft Prayed to Jeſus Chriſt, even 
hiandhaf was Cracified, Ard that G. Whuchead, to prove 
| the lawfulneſs: thereof, took the Bible, -andR 
;1 Cor,.4..2, Toall thatcall upon the Lord Jeſus | 
' botlſrhejr Lord, and'ours. It is evident from or 
that both W. Penn and G. Whitchead did, in G. Keith's 
HEN (efenct. own, Chrit, eyen him. chat was Cru- 
lied ».40b 
ns . 


<L 
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out them two (from: | 


- repreſents them =s taking part with him,. againſt thoſe” 


the Objecz of Faith, .and-ghat. got.only © | 
nou * 


» 


m_ 


now of late, (as F. X:ith wankd have it) bat fo long a. 


go bs 1698.-which is Eighteen Years paſt. « This quity 
-overthrows all he bas ſaid before, of their denyibg the 
Qbjedt of Faith, and may well paſs, with all Ingenuouy 
Readers, fora full Confutation of all his Clamours up« 
en that Head againſt them. But though be has bereby 
them ; .yet-i fee not how he will a5qaiz him- 
, + For this he ſays, was in'1678. which was E5 
vets Tears ago ; and yet in 2692. which was but four 


Fears ago, he told Cottows Mather in Print, That accord- \ 
< ing-t0 the beſt knowledge he had of the People called 


© Quakers, and theſe moſt generally owned by them, 
\ © as Preachers, and Publiſhers of their Faith, of unque- 
*Sioned eſteem among them, and worthy of double 
© Hodbur, (as many ſuch there are) he' knew none that 
© were guilty of any one of ſuch Hereſtes and Blaſphe- 
© mies as he accuſeth them, Scrio«s Appeal p, 7. And to 


Me -thew that he had ground for what he faid, be added 
F alittle lower in the-ſame page, *And 1 think F ſhonld * 


* know, and do know, theſe cafte& Quakers, better 
* than C. Adather or any or all his Bretores, having 
* been Converfant with them in Publick Mecrings, 28 well 


;  *asin privarc Diſcourſes, with the mit noted and efteem- 


* ed among them, for about twenty-eight Years paſt, 
+ and that in many places in the World in Exrope, and 
© and for theſe divers Years in America. What muſt 
we think of this ? That he writ 4 Fal/ekeod then, or (pake 
4 Falſchood now ? But be that as it will. 


The Fourth, and laft Head of G. K7ie»'s Charge, 
g ys That we deny Chriff's Coming; uaythout us, in 
" his Glorified Body,to Judge the Quick antfthe Dead) 
'. Conſidered. 


enfilvania, but inftead of Beers, 
. ce 


In p. 39. he ſays, I wil cire « peſſ-ge or two on? of 4 | 
Mori fr Beau 


— 
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was either ſolely, of ns Mg 
W. Pera's ſo mentioning tho's Books, ED {rat 
his to. them, as to.xender him accountable fog w 
ver is in them; | would know of. G. IIIW 
ſhould not, for the ſage reaſon, be accomtabls J 
- ſoever is in thoſe Books, arty G. Whitchead and WW, * 
Penn. have written in anſwer taT. Hows and, F..4 , 
- ſince he,/ with as much Approhation, bas iopedl th 
Anſwers, in his Serious Appeal, p.. 6 60. 
thoſe are ſome of the principal Books-he picks 
vils out of, againſt G. hirebeed and. W. Penn, . 8 9s 
Now let us ſee how G. Kejzb deals with: G.1 
bead in the Quotation he brivgs againſt bu © + 
that firſt, he lays, See what: is here ſaid by 5 G. Whites 
head, That there is not an outward Coming of C pgs 
Fudge the Quick: and Dead ;, therefore look well. to his 
? Quotation, and mind to find boſe. words in it. = 1 
gins. the Quotation thus, A4creover, Chriſt ſaid, the 
of Man frail come in the glory of his Father wi: / bis Argels, 
&c. There G, Kb. ſtops with an &c. Gning Afar. 
16:27:38, Luke-9. 26, 27. But leaves out the remaining 
words id thoſe Scriptures, which in 214a:bep follow 
Thus, "50 then be. fhal Reward every Man according te 
ww Ferily # ſay uno you, There by. ſane ftangirg 
"Wy n0k as of Death, tall they, ſee _- 


: $460ds Bokealeb Light and Lite, p 411 a, precre 

{| 44G. Whitehead, Wy pg or gp 2+ — 

T  Chnif 10. Fudge the Cong 0 

| from Ge Whitehead, wow fm Ve Fogns 
'B for W. Penn her Aucborized TLC Z a be 
ted inp. 195 of OO) 

"Y times top. 235, + 

' Y i. Penn megtioped divers Books, Linen beige hats 
"| AdverGries. to,. in defence of gun 0 bon fy Ll 
s ent pantipOrathn, ae whats x 3 e 
| tioned any. of thoſe Books, ages © Xo 
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of Man coming in his Kingdom] Why G:-Reirh left out 
theſe words, | may ſhew anon. - Now he goes. on with 
G. Whizehead*s words, thus, *Now what is that Glory 
©of the Father, in which his Coming is ? Is it Viſible 
©tothe Carnal Eye? And when was that coming to'be ? 
* 1s it xow to be looked for outwardly? But farther we 
© doatknowledge the ſeveral comings of Chriſt, accord. 
© ing'to the Scriptures, both rhat in the Fleſh, and that 
© in the Spirit, which is Manifeft in ſeveral degrees,” as 
*there is a growing from Glory to Glory. But three, 
* Comings of Chriſt, {not only that in the Fleſh at Fe- 
©raſalew, and that in the Spirit; but alſo another com- 
© ingin the Fleſh, yet to be expeted) we do not Read 
* of; but-2a Second Coming without Sin unto Salva- 
tion, which in the Apoſtles Days, was looked for, 
I > pe Clauſe he cited'before-ia his Groſs Errror, 
P. 2.) | | 
- Now, Reader, obſerve, Firſt, That thoſe words G. Keith 
Charges to be here ſaid by G. Whitebead, viz That there 
ner an outward Coming of Chriſt to judge the Quick and 
'the-Dead,; are not here : That's but an Inference of G. 


as own making, though he unfairly pretended G. . \ 
: ſaid it. Next he lefc out thoſe words in the 
x0, Mat.16.28," Verily I ſay unto you, There are ſome 
Feamding bere which ſhall not taſte of Death, until they ſes il 
'- the Sox of Adan coming in bis Kingdom. Upon which 
* Words thoſe Queſtions of G. Whirebrad were grounded, 
hen was thar coming to be ? Is itow to be looked for 
gewardly? For that coming there ſpoken of by Chriſt, 
, Mat.16.27. could not be meant of his coming at the end 
" of the World, becauſe it was to begin inrhar very Age, ſome 
then living and preſent with hin, were*to -ſce ir before 
. they died > There are ſyme ftanding beyty hieh ſhall nee taſte 
| Of Death, unilthey ſee the Son of Mais coming in'bis King- . 
"© ow. By his Kingdom, faith Beza, is to be underſtood 
. - tbe Glory of his Aſctnſion, and what foloweth thereof, Epheſ.. 
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4.10. or the Preaching of the Goſpel. In the latter part 
of the Quotation; G. Whitehead had reſpet tothe Baps 
tiſts Notion of an Outward Perſonal Commg of Chriſt in & 
| Fl:ſbly Appearance,to reign onEarth « thouſand years, And 
it is with relation to. ſuch 4 manner of coming in an ewr< 
ward Body of Fleſh, to reign Perſonally on Earth,for a cer? 
tain time, as an Outward King, that he there ſaid (after 
he had acknowledged the feveral Comings of Chriſt ac- 
cording to the Scriptures, both that in the Fleſk, and 
that in the Spirie.) But three Comings of Chriſt [notons' 
ly that in the Fleſh at Feruſalem, and -that in the Spirie 5 
but alſo another coming #n the Eleſh, yet to be expetted] 
we do notread of. And indeed, how fhould he, if G: 
Keith ſays true, Way caſt up, p- 131: that * That Body 
© which was crucified on the: Croſs at Jeruſalem, and is 
' now aſcended and glorified in Heaven——4s: n0 more 4 
© Boay of Fleſh, Blood, and Bones, but a pure, ethereal; or 
© heavenly Body. But that G. Whitehead's words ther 
related to ſuch a Coming of Chriſt in an ow:ward Body © 
outward Fleſh, viſible to Carnal Eyes, therein to reign, as 
an outward King, after an outward manner, a thouſand 
yearson Earth, (which ſome Baptiſts call the Perſonal 
Reign of Chriſt ) may be gather*d alſo from another Book 
of G. Whitehead's, called Chriſt Aſcended, written near 
the ſame time, in Anſwer to Fobn Newman, a Baptiſt; 
where having in p.22. treated of Chriſts coming, . ſo #9 
that © his Appearance ſhall be univerſally ſee, bothly to the 
© Joy of the Righteous, and univerſal Conviction and 
© Condemnation of the wicked, &c. he ſpeaks, p. 23: 0 
the diſappointment of them, © who are expe&ing thas 
* Chriſts /econd Coming, or Appearance toSalvationy will 
© be a Perſonal Conting, and his Reign a Perſonal Reignty 
* which word-[[ Perſonal] they add to the Scripture z and 
A they not herein ſhew their Carnal ExpeGations, ſaid 
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G, Keith has another Cavil in this page, (which alſo 
he had in p.3. of his Groſs Error) againſt G. Whitchead 
about 1 Theſ,4.17. which he fays, G. Whitehead denies 
to be meant of his Perſonal Coming. G. Whitehead then, it 
ſeems,did not deny it to be meant of Chri/ts Coming, and 
of his Coming to Judgment, but that which he excepted 
againſt, was ſuch a Carnal ſort of Perſonal Coming, as the 


Baptiſts expected him to come in, and as is mentioned 


res To ſhew the Baptiſts the folly of which, he asks 
them, from thoſe words of the Apoſtle, both in the 15th 
and r7th Verſcs [We which are alive, and remain unto the 
coming of the Lord] if they did live and remain to a Perſo. 
nal Coming of Chriſt in the Clouds, yea, or nay ? Which 
G. Keith ſophiſticatty 'calls a Saphiſms, to wreſt it to his in- 
ward Coming ; Whereas G; Whitehead did not turn it to 
his inward Coming, nor did-he uſe the word [imward} 
In that place atall. But he ſhewed by the Deſcription 
John gave of him, when he ſaw him in the midſt of the 
Seven Golden Candleſticks, that ſuch an outward Coming 
as the Baptiſts looked for him in, in ſuch a Perſonal Ap- 
ranceXqs$ ſhould be viſible to the carnal Eye, was not 
iteble'to him. But whereas G. Keith ſays, (both in his 
groſs Error, p.5. and hereaiſo)- The Apoſtle*s uſing the 
word we, there, [we that remain} is an Enallage Perſone, 
putting [we] for [They] like that of James, Therewirh 
bleſs we God, and therewith curſe we Men, James 3 9. 
'Fhough hedeliversit poſitively, and like a Dif&ator, yet 
I fee not why he muſt needs be believed : Why might 
not the Apoſtle ſpeak in the firſt Perſon, [we] as ſuppo- 
ſing that.great and extraordinary Appearance and Com» 
ing of Chriſt (the certain time of which no Man knew, 
Mew.24 36.) was ſonear at hand, that it might probably 
fail out in his Life-time : For as the Apoſtles account- 


' ed the Times they livedin, the Left Days, or Laſt Times, 


and ordinarily called them ſo, (Heb.r.2. and 9.26. 1 Per. 


”* 1,20, 1Joh2,18.) fo they thought the _— the 


World 
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World was not far of. What elſe made Pan!, when he 
had cold the Corinthians, That the things he hag related 
were written for our Admonition, add, Upon whom the 
Ends of the Word are come ? 1 Cor;10,t1. Why elſe did 
Peter ſay, The End of all things is at hand? 1 Pet.q.7. 

G, Keith concludes this Page with a moſt horrible Falſ- 
hood aud Slender apan G.Whitekead,laying, He has” Alleges 
rized away Chriſts Birth, bis Death, meet and Aſcen« 
ſion, and Coming to Fudgment. This I fay is a moſt botri- 
ble Falſehood and Slander, For though there is none of 
theſe that may not be allegorized, (and perhaps, none 
among the Quakers has allegorized them ſo frequently and 
ſo far, as G. Keith himſelt ) yet has not G. Whitebord fo 
allegorized any of them, as to take away the Literal ſence 
| and meaning of them ;- but has owned and aſſerted the 

Truth and Benefit of them ac#ording to the Letter of the * 

| Scriptures. 

In p.40. He makes a Digreſſion to entertaia his Cont 
pany, thus, hepe I bave proved that I ar not petulant, 
that I have juſt cauſe to accuſe them of theſe Errors. T 
adds, I was preſenteg by a Grand Jury at Philadelphia, 
the Proſentment would have been Lay Landy" if the Governs 
ment had not bten changed; and I had been accuſed for endea« 
vouring to alter the Government , hich is Capital by their” 
Law ; and they would have found me guilty of Death, bad 
they not been turned out of the Government, &&. Now 

. though in this he does but deliver his own ConjetFures; 
what would have been (which how unlikely they are; may 
be gathered from what was, ſeeing when he was fined for 

? 8 fome Ewl Demeanor, the Fine was nor exatted, thougit 

there was time enough to bave done it, before the Go- 

vernment was Changed) yet his tefling his Hearers thaf 
he had juſt caſe to accnute the Quakers of Error, #nd 
then immediately dcquainting ther with his haying beett 

Preſented at Philadelphia, isa fufficient [ndication; 

tab 4p4 . 
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Freund of his accuſing the Quakers, js not Zeal for Reli- 
gion, but Malice and Revenge. 

In the*ſame page he pretends to give another Proof 
againſt G. Whitehead, bit he does indeed but repeat one 
of the Proofs he gave before upon his firſt Head, in p.16, 
where Tanſwer'd it at large. He takes it out of p.29. 

of that Book called The Nature of Chriſtianity, to which 
himſelf writ the Additional Poſtſcript : And he gives it 
thus: Says G. Whitehead to R, Gordon, Doſt thou look for 
ChrifPs coming again to appear outwardly in a Bodily Exiſt« 
ence ? If then doeſt, thou mayſt look until thy Eyes drop out, 
before thou wilt ſee ſuch an Appearance of him. See now 
the Fraud and Falſeneſs of this Man, who that he might 
make this Paſſage look towards the End for which he 
brought it, hath corr»pted the place, by leaving out thoſe 
words that he knew weuld defeat his purpoſe : For where- 
as he gives the words thus, Doſt thow look F Chriſt*s coming 
again, to appear outwardly in 4 bodily Exiſtence ?” If thou 
doft, &c. The words in G. Whitchead”s Book, are thus, 
Doeff theu look for Chriſt, as the Son of Mary, to appear 
outwardly in a bodily Exiſtence, to ſave thee, according to 
thy words, p. 30? If thou dot, &c. FR happened that one 
of the Auditors, being a Quaker, ſaid, Let the paſſage 
be readout. G. Keith to irave put it by, ſaid, If we had 
. wot bad theſe Oppoſitions, we might have ſaved an bour. Had 
he but now had an Auditor ready (as he had in p. 39.) 
to have ſaid, He has done enongh, it had paſſed, and he had 
gone off ſo : But no body offering to help him cut, he 
was fain co read the paſſage right, and fo it is ſet down 
at the top of his p.41- He had put in the words [comg 
agaj; ] and lefr out the words [ «s the Son of Mary] and 
the words [zo ſave thee] upon which the ſtreſs of the 
paſſage lay, that ſo he might -zake himſelf a proof. And 
yet in p.41, upon his offering to read another Paſſage, 
. cutof a Manuſcript Paper; he ſaid, / am glad that my 
Neighbour bas ſuch Charity for me, that be thinks 1 will no 


, read 
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read wrong : (for it ſeems the Perſon he called his Neigh- 
bour, not ſuſpeRing him guilty of ſo great Baſereſs, had 
ſaid in another caſe, p. 24. /cbink be does not read falſe) Ard 
to beget the like Charity now, he added, 7 ſhalt forfeit 
the Name of an Honeſt Man, if I read one word different 
from the Original. How differently from the Original he 
read this | wn in p.40. will appear by comparing it 
with the ſame Paſſige, as he was fin at laſt toread it, in 

.41, How far he has forfcitel the Name of an Honeſt 
Man, (if he then had it to forfeit ) I leave the Reader 
to judge. 

Upon this Quotation, he ſays, p. 41. Te ſee theſe are 
plain and expreſs words againſt Chriſt"s outward Coming, 
But in making this Inference, he is doubly to Blame. For 
firſt, Here are no plain or expreſs words againſt Chriſts 
outward Coming, ; neither doth the paſſage relate to 
his outward Coming it felf, but to the End of that com-- 
ing, and to the manner, ſtate and quality , in which he 
ſhall then come. For the End of his coming then 1s not 
to Save, as if Salvation were not to be obtained, or 
known till then ; neither will he come in that /ow ſtate 
of Humiliation and form of a Servant, wherein he ap- 
peared as the Son of Mary (tho* he was always more: 
than barely the Son of Mary) for he ſhall come in the glo- 
ry of his Father, Mat. 16. 27. Or as Luke expreſies it, 
In bis own Glory, and in bis Fathers, and of the Holy Angels, 
Luke 9. 26. But ſecondly, G. Keith is the more to be _ 
blamed, for ſaying, of thoſe Words -of G. Whitehead. 
Here are plain and expreſs Words againſt Chriff®s ourward 
Coming, ſecing he confeſſes in p. 40. That in another 
Book, called The Real Quaker a Real Proteſtant, G. White» 
h:ad hath declared © He did not mean it of Chrifts coming 
© to Fudgment ; but he meant it thus, Becauſe R. Gordon 
* would needs have it, that Salvation was delayed till 
© Chriſts outward Coming. Who,. but a Man of a m | 
malicious Mind, would nrge another Mans words againſt 
| L 3 tim 
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bim, contrary to his own declared Sence and Meaning ? 
G_Kejth ſays, He is apt to think G. Whitehead abuſes R, 
. Gordon: But every indifferent Reader will b: apt to con» 
Clude, beyond rhinking, that G. Keith has abuſed G.White- 
head, a that very grolly. | | 
v In p.41. he has a little Flurt at me, which ſhews he 
Wanted either Matter or Wit, that he would entertain 
ſo great an Aſſembly with ſuch a Trifle. Hetells it that 
I bad ſaid, 1bad upward of ſix Manuſcripts, What,ſays 
T. Ellwoad, (in bis way of Quibbling) (ix and an balf? 
His words were, 1 produced above ſix Manuſcripts. I know- 
ing be loved a looſe way of expreiling himſelt, and ſhwr'd 
plainreſs of Speech, in my Anſwer to the Matter for 
which he ſaid he produced thoſe Manuſcripts, as a Nip 
for his conceired Folly, asked ina Parentheſis, What means 
0, above ſix? Does he mean ſix and a balf ? For if they 
_ had been ſeven or eight, he might as well have ſaid ſo, as 
#bove fix, This he calls my way of Qmibbling ; which I 
think was ſuitable enough to his way of Scribbling. Why 
ſhould ſuch a concerted Philoſopher play the Fol , and not 
be told of it? - 
He ſays, I tell him he is guzlry of Forgery, in ſaying the 
Yearly Meeting cenſured any Expreſſions in bus Manuſcripts : 
t becauſe he repeats this over and over in the follow- 
Ie part of his Narrative, I ſay nothing to it here, in- 
tending to ſpeak to it once for all, when he is got paſt 
- Iis Manuſcripts, which he now ſays are ſeven or eight (it 
ſeems he does not yet know whether; however it is more 
thas fix and. an half, and not quite ſo uncertain as above 
fx.) Yetl find not that he produced any morethan two, 


; "amd thoſe bp privare Lerrers from one Man, and out of 


| _ them he read but a piece of e-c4 ; and how truly and fair- 
| Iy heread thoſe Pieces, I know not, having no Copy to 
prove them thereby ; for when they were read at the 
Yearly Meeting be mentions, we could mr chtgin.a Copy of 
jhew from him z and we bave ſen but lately how ee | 
| | and 
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and unjuſt he was, in giving a Paſſage out of &, White* 
head's Book, The Letters he mentions go under the 
Name of one fob» Hur phreys, and the ſubſtance of that 
rt he readout of the lirit Leiter, is, 1. Ablaming then 
that divide Chriſt, and put aſunder wha; God bath jovned 19* 
gether, by making ſuch a tſtmition between Chriſt within and 
Chriſt without, a; diviaes Chriſts Body from-bis Spirit. 2. A 
cenſuring G, Keitt*s Ten Articles of Faith, as reliſhing too 
much of Carnality. And then ſays, 1 am grieved- to hear 
ſome ſay, They aid expett to be juſtified by that Blood that 
was ſhed at Fernſalom. When CG, Keith had read what 
he thought would ſerve his purpoſe, he gave over, and 
ſaid, 1 hav? nor read the whole Letter, but an intire Para« 
graph of it. And thereupon ſays, So farewel Chriſt with= 
out;, You divide Chriſt, if you mention Chriſt without, 1 
think he wrongsthe Man- in thai Inference, for I take . 
his meaning to be, (not that the b.zre mentioning Chriſt | 
without, isa Dividing of Chriſt but)-that ſor0 diſtinguiſh 
between Chriſt within and Chriſt without, .as to-mike 
two diſtin Chrifts of them, (whereas Chriſt within and 
Chriſt without, is but one Chriſt) this is 0 divide Chrift 3 
and this I take to be that which Jo. Humphreys did there 
blame.” But I would fain know, why G. Keith did not 
read che whole Letter : For (though I would not be over= 
confident upon my own Memory, of a thing I never 
heard read but once, and that more than two years 
ago, yet) I am ſtrongly perſwaded there were other 
Paſſages in that Letter which was read in the Yearly 
Meeting, that did explain F- Humphreys his meaning in 


theſe. And I cannot think why G. Kejth (who is profice 


enough at other times) ſhould pick ou « piece of a Letter 
only, and conceal the reſt, if he had not found ſome- 
thing in the reſt, that he thought would take off the 
edge of his Objeftion againſt that he took. As for 
thoſe pietes of F. Humphreys Letters, which G.Keitb hath 
expoledin bis Narrative, (though I do not hold py ſelf - 

+ (nor. 
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(aor the People called Quakers) accountable for them, 
pr for eyery thing that particular Perſonsmay write in 
private Letters, yer) Icharitably hope (though I know 
poſ the Man) that wherein he bath erred, it hath rather 
zeen in the Expreſſion of his Mind, than in his real In- 
tent and Meaning. For in that paſſage ot bis friſt Let- 
ter, wherein he ſays, / am grievcd to bear ſome ſay they 
did expett to be juſtified by that Blood that was ſhed at Ferus 
ſalem, I take theſe words to depend upon that complaint 
which he had made before, of Diviamg Chrift, by that 
king of Diſtinction which ſome had made, between 
Chriſt within and Chrift pithout, whereby they attributed 
(at leaſt he thought they did) that to one part only, as 
diſtin and divided from: the other, which ought in a right 
ſence to be aſcribed to both joyntly, 1am the rather in- 
duced to believe this was his ineaning, from that Paſſage 
which G. Ke4b hath given out of his ſecond Letter, 
(which ſeems to have been written on this occaſion) 
wherein he ſays the ward [ Only] ſhould have been put 
In, and that the leaving it ouc, was the Omiſſion of his 
Pen, Now had that word been in, (as it ſeems he inten- 
' ded ir ſhould have been) the Sentence would have been 
thus, / am grieved to hear ſome ſay, They did expett to be 

| > by that Bl.od Only, thas was (hed at Feruſalem 
And then I ſpppoſe G. Kejzh would not have quarrelled 
with it, . And though F. Humphreys, when he ſaw how 
his 44c4nimg wa wreſted in his fiſt Letter, did in his ſe- 
cond Litter, (after he had declared the word [ Only] 
ſhould have been in, and that that was his meaniog) in 
contempt of the, deceitful and malicions' workings of 
the. Adyerſarjes, ſeemed. indifferent whether they put in 
the wprd [pnly] or no, ſaying, as G. Keath cites him, 
* Emtbor:cucr, Ler Diceit and Malice have its full forie and 
ſeave Kg ft, aud that ward (only ) taken off the Concluſion 
of. my.3/aper, &c. Yet it feems he did this, not ay-iatend=- 
Ing thereby 40 exc/ndg the Gleod ſhed ar Jeruſalem trom ha- 
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ving any ſhare or part in our Juſtification ; but as be- 
lieving trom his before declared Senſe, that Chriſt (and 
conſequently his Sacrifice) ought not to be divided, but 
taktn joyntly ;, that it would appear his Words had the 
force and import of the Word | only ] and that that 
was his Meaning, though the Word only was through 
inadverrency left out. And therefore he refers to the 
rds of Chriſt, Fobn 6. 63. Which ſaying, ſays he, of 

oF Saviour himſelf, will clear me of your Aſper ſion. 
Sa that (even from what G.Keith vath thought fit to 
give of his ſecond Letter ) it appears, that their wreſt- 
ing the Words in his former Letter, and inferring there- 
from that he wholly excluded the Blood ſbed at Jeruſalem . 
from being concerned in our Juſtification, he took to be an 
Aſperſion upon hjm, and ſo called it. Now the Words 
of our Saviour, Which he referr*d to in John 5.63. are 
theſe, Ir is the Spirit that quickeneth, the Fleſh profieth no- 
thing. In which Words it may not-be ſuppoſed our 
Saviour meant that his Fleſh or Body, as it was in Con- 
jurtion with his Spirit and Soul, and contained that Di- 
vine Life which dwelt in it, and was offered up together, 
a compleat” Sacrifice to the Father, did profit nothmeg,: - 
did avail nothing, did contribute n:thing go the Benefit 
and Advantage of Man : But that the Fleſh or Body con- 
ſidered ſimply of it ſelf and by it ſelf , without that Divine 
Life, Soul and Spirit that was in it, profited nothing. $0 
Wilſon, in his, Chriftian Diftionary ( Sixth” Edition, 


* Printed at London, 1655, ) expounds thoſe Words, 


* The Fleſh proſueth nothing, that 1s to ſay, the Humane 
* Nature of Chriſt js not profitable to us of it ſelf,” but 
* as the Godhead dwelleth in it, giving Life to ir, and 
* quickning us by it. Ard thus, he ſays, Tindal and 
the Bible Note expound this Place. [n like manner I 
underſtand Fohn Humphreys, both whn he ſaid in his 
firſt Letter, *1am gcrieved to hear ſome ſay, rhey did 
expect to be juſtified by that Blood that was ſhed at 
- 
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© Feruſalem; and in his ſecond Letter (from thoſe 
Words of Chriſt, it is the Spirit that quicknetb, the 
Fleſh profiteth nothing ) *© So he himſelf aſcribed the 
© Work of Man's Salvation, and SanCtification, not 
© to the Fleſh that ſuffered, but to the Spirit that quick- 


© ned; not to the Blood that was ſhed at Jeruſalem, but 
© unto the Fleſh and Blood that is ſpiritual, &c. Y$0in- 
© tend and mean, not the outward Fleſh and B 
it ſelf only, without or «pert from the Divine Life, 


rit and Power that appeared in it, and gave Virtue to 


it, but both together. Nor Primarily or Principallythe 
entward Fleſh and Blood z but the Divize Life, Spirit 
and Power that dwelt in that outward Body, and made 
'It whatit was; if he meant otherwiſe, we cannot ſtand 
by him therein. | 
But whereas G. Keith ſays of Fohn Humphreys, in 


Near. Þ. 43. That ſome of bis own Fraternity perſwaded - 


bim to put in the-Word, Only, and that would excuſe the 
Atatter ;, be puts in the Word Only, and (ſays G. Keith) 

be thinks it was againſt his Conſcience, ard (obids put it ont 
" again, That ſome of his own Fraternity ( as G. Keith 
feeffingly ſpegks ) perſwaded him to put in the Word, 
© Only, doth not appear to be true; but that, when he had 
Put it in, he thought it was againſt his Conſcience, ap- 
pears to be faiſe: And from thence it appears, that G. 
Keith did not think it was againſt his Conſcience to belie 
him. Where 6id F. Humphreys declare that the putting 
in the Word, Only, was againſt his Conſcience, and 
that therefore he bid put it out again ? The Words of 
his 'Letier ( as G. Keith has given them ) ſhew the 
contrary. 

His 43- P- is ſpent in a confuſed; rambling Diſ- 
courſe, in which he flirts ro and fro, from one thing to 
another, ina looſe way, without ſticking to any.thing. 
But in the Cloſe of it, be mentions a Teſtimony from 

W. Penn, to prove that Bodily Death did not come ” 
je "_x y 
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by Man's'Sin : Which in p. 44+ he gives cut of W. 
Penn's Book (in Anſwer to Reeve and Aſuggieron, cal- . 
led, The New Witneſſes proved Old- Hereticks, p. 55.) 
thus, 1f the Fleſh.of Beaſts 3s capable { dying, rotting and 
oing to duſt, who never ſinned, why ſhculd net. Man have 
goong 
died, and gone to Duſt, though he had never fimed? He 
ſhould have noted that W. Pemn ſpake this upon an ex- 
trrevagant Notion of theirs, That, * The Reaſon why 
£ Men's Bodies in Death, or after Dcath, do rot, or 
© ſtink, ia the Grave, and come to Duſt, is, becauſe 
© there was Sin in their Bodies whilſt they lived; bug 
© on the contrary, if Men had no Sin in their Natureg 
* or Bodies, they might live and Gie, and naturally 
© riſe again, by their own Power, In iheir own Time, 
Upon this he thus obſcryed, * Why ſhould Sin only 
* cauſe the Body to rot, ſtink and go to Duſt ? Does 
* not the Scripure, and Reeve hi:ſclf C in his Book, 
© p. 44- ) give another Reaſon, namely, That what 
F came from Duſt, is that which muſt goto Daſt ? Then 
adds (to ſhew their weakneſs in aſſigning Sin only for the 
cauſe of the Bodies rotting and going to Duſt ) © Be«. 
* ſides, it the Fleſh of Beaſts is capabl: of Dying, Rot+ 
* tingand going to Duſt, who never linned, why ſhould 
* not Man have dyed, and gone to Duft, though he had 
© never ſinned ? Andin p. 5, 6. he attacks Reeve againg 
upon his own Aſſertion, ſaying, © And it is further evis 
* dent, That Sin is not. the cauſe of Mens Bodies crum- 
* bling into Duft, from Reeves his own Words, &c, 
So that what H/, Penn ſaid, on that Subjeft, might be 
but Argumentum ad Hominem, which ought not to be 
turned upon himſelf, But if W. Penn had directly af- 
firmed that Man's Natural Body, as it was formed of the 
Duft of the Ground, Gen. 2,7. Should have returned ta 
Di«ft, again, although he had nor finned, would that 
bave been agrck aid vile Error contrary to the Funda» 
mental Articl:s of che Chriſtian Faith ? Indeed, _—_ , 
| ing 
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ding to G. Keith's wild Notions of Ader's and Eve's 
Bodies ( both before the Fall, white they grew rogerher 
back to back, before they were ſplit aſunder, as he Fa. 
bles, and after the Fall too) the Bodies which they had 
after the Fall, did derive from Sin, -not only their 
* Mortality, but their beginning, and the Cauſe of their Be. 
ing made: For he Dreams that the Bodies in which th: 
lived after the Fall, were not the ſame that they had be- 
fore the Fall; but were thoſe Coars of Skins, which God 
is ſaid, Ger. 3.21. to have made for them, which he 
fancies to be their outward Bodies of Fleſh, Blood and 
Bones, and that thoſe were made to cover the nakedneſs 
of their former Bodies. Of which, and many more 
fach Dotages, the Reader ( ifhe have any thing of aſo: 
ber Brain) may ſoon read himſelf Sick, in his Book, 
called, Truth Advanced, more eſpecially from p. 16. 
to p. 32. 

In this 44. Þ- again He acknowledges G. Whitebead 
and W. Pern to be Orthodox, though he has charged 
them with being Hererodox, and for ought | ſee makes 
them Heterodox and Orthodox in the ſame things ; which 
is pretty. 

Before he got hither, he had pretty well tired his Au- 
ditors. He was fain, in p. 41. to ſay, I beg of you 
I ſhall be but ſhort : And ſo drill'd them on the Contents 
of three Pages further. Nqw, ſays he, / beg your Pa- 
tience for one or two Quofations more, before I have 
done. ( This was heavy, dull Work.) It 5s, ſays he, 
out of Tho, Ellwood, to ſhew you that T. Ellwood Char- 
ges me with Forgery, becanſe I ſaid the Yearly Meeting did 
cenſure ſome of theſe Unſound Papers, This he has been 
harping at divers times before, both in p. 41, 42, and 
43. Bur | deferr*d my Anſwer to it, till I came hither. 
The ground of his Cavil here at me is this, He (to 
ſopport his tottering Credit among thoſe few that ſeem- 


ed at firſt willing to liſten a little to him ) had in his 
Book, 


f 173 ) 
Book, called, A ſe«ſonable Information, &c. p. 26, af- 
firmed, That the Paper, called, A true Account of the Pro- 
ceedings of the Yearly Meeting in 1694. ( which his A- 
gent R. Hannay .publiſt) doth own them of the other 
ide ( by whom, he meant, the Friends in Awerice 
whom he had ſeparated from) 0 be guilty of unſound * ; 
and erroneous Doftrimes, I ( in my Book, called, A far- 
ther Diſcovery, written in Anſwer to that of bis) ſaid, 
P- 84. © How falſe and unfair he is in this, the Words 
of that Paper ſhall ſhew, which are theſe, viz. And 
© although it appears, that ſome few Perſons have given 
© Offence, either through erronious DoQrines, un- 
© found Expreſlions, 02 Weakneſs, Forwardneſs, want 
© of Wiſdom and right Underſtanding, yet, &c. Up- 
on this I then made this Obſervation ( which he now 
repeats in his Narrative, p. 44.) © Here ye ſee, Friends, 
© that that Paper of the Yearly Meeting is ſo far from 
© owning them of the other fide, as he calls them (that _ 
* is, the Friends in America) to be guilty of unſound + 
© and erronious DoQrines ( which G, Xeith here ex- 
© preſly ſaith it doth ) that it doth not undertake to. de- 
© termine, whether the Offence ( ſaid to be given by 
© ſome few Perſons) was through erronious DoQtrines, - 
* and unſound Expreſſions, o2 through Weakneſs, For- ' 
© wardneſs, want of Wiſdom and right Underſtand- 
© ing. And yet this Man hath the Confidence and Falſe» 
*n«ſs, to ſay poſitively, that, Paper doth own them 
© guilty of holding unſound and erronious Dottrines. / 
T his is that for which he ſays, 1 charged him with 
Forgery. And if I did, ke well deſerved it ;, for | proved + 
it ſo plain upon him, that he bas not had the Confi- 
dence ſo much as to attempt to acquic himſelf of it : 
And that, with many more ſuch groſs things, which [ 
faſtened on him in that Book, were, I ſuppoſe, the 
reaon, why he has not hitherto replied toit, though 
it has been in Print well nigh theſe two Years, Now, 
| | not 
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not being able to ſhake off the Forgery, he twrns Cat in 
Pun, and endeavonrs to make ſome Advantage againſt 
me, for. having” denied that the Yearly Meeting had 
owned thoſe Friends in America to be guilty of erroni- 
ons Dodrines, alledging that thereby make beth the 
Meeting and my ſelf to approve and juſtific them. But that 
is no {air Conſequent. 1 hope there were ſome, at leaſt, 
in his Auditory at Twrners Hall, that were more juſt 
than to condemn vs (ſo muchas in their own Thovghts) 


ewr backs, ( though he pretended to Convict us from 
own Books) but wonld, like wiſe and upright Men, 
pend their Judgment, till they ſhould have heard or 
read onr Defence? And if any that were there, fell 
ſhort of this impartial Fuftice, we value their Judge- 
ment no more than it deſerves. But if this is but r5ghe 
and reaſonable in this Caſe ; how «7righe and unreaſona- 
ble would it have been in the Yearly Meeting, to have 
iren forth, judicially and authoritatively, as a Yearly 
eeting, a Judgment: againſ any particular Perſon or 
Perſons, upon the Accuſation of a declared Enemy, with- 
out de Proof, and without hearing the Parties Face to 
Face, or at all hearing the Defence of the Accuſed ; nay, 
when the Perſons accuſed were not only nor preſent, nor 
in the Nation, but ſome thouſands ( perhaps ) of 
Miles diſtant, in another Quarter of the World ! This 
was the Caſe of that Yearly Meeting, in 1694. G. Keith 
made a Clamour then againſt ſome in America, for hold- 
ing(as he ſaid)groſs and vile Errors, as he has fince done 
; 3gainft ſome here; And he urged the reading of ſome 
\ Papers he had brought with him, relating to that Af- 
fair. Which though the Meeting was not obliged, in 

- ftri& Juſtice, to admit (the Accuſed not being pre- 
{ ſent) yet to ſtop his preſent, and to have prevented 
(if ir might have been } his farure Clamour, the Mect- 
ang condeſcended, and he read ( or cavfed to be reals 
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whom he had Arraigned and fo highly Charged behind | 


ſeyeral Manuſcripts. Bu 
ſides that divers of them appeared to be rather the ha- 
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t when they were read (be= 


ſty Produfts of Heat and Contention, which he had 
raiſed and kindled there, than the well-weighed Senti- 
ments of a ſedate and deliberate Judgment ) of what, 
Authority coul® they be to the Meeting to ground a 
Judicial Sentence npon ? Or who would be willing ta 
have Judgment given againſt him, upon mo Evidexce but; 
the bare reading of Letters (ſuppoſed to be his own, ) 
without having Liberty to make bis own Defence, and ta 
give his own Sence ofany Expreſſion laid to his Charge ? 
This is not new to G. Keith, for in my Book, called, 
A further Diſcovery, in Anſwer to his, called, 4 ſeas 
ſonable Information, I debated this Cale fairly with him, 
In p. 59. With reſpe& to my ſelf, I told him ( which 
I had alſo told him before, in another Book called, 
An Epiſtle to Friends, p. 41.) *I obſerve he makes a 
* ereat Nojſe and Qwtery of groſs and vile Errors. held 
© by ſome, and them upheld by others, which he gives 
* for one Reaſon or Eauſe of the Separation. But in« 
© aſmuch as this is only his Charge, without due Proef, 
© and the Perſons by him Charged with thoſe vile Er« 
©rors, are not here preſent, to make Anſwer 'to his 
© Charge, and defend themſelves, or to ſhew the Occaſs- 
© ons that led to, and Circumſtances" that attended thoſe 
© Diſcourſes, from which he pickt the Words he Char- 
© pes them with, and to explain their meanings therein, 
© I have not thought it fit, or becoming me, 0” n0 better 
Ground, to meddle with thoſe Matters, being alike 
© unwilling to juſtifie them, it in any thing they have 
© done or ſaid amiſs, as to condemn them unheard, ups 
© on the report of another, and him their profeſſed Ade 
*verſary. 

In p.. 65. ( With reſpeft to the Meeting's Words 
before cited) which he woutd have ſtrained to be. s 
Jedgment againſt the Friends in Americs, whom _ 


F had warred with) 1 told bim, * What offence was gi. 


It; 
b 


© yen, might as well be through Weakneſs, Forward. 
© neſs, want of Wiſdom and right Underſtanding, as 
* through erronious DoQrines, or unſound Exprefſions. 


' © Nay, if it were through unſound Expreſſions (though 


© they are got to-be excuſed, yet) that.doth not prove 
© 2 Man guilty of holding groſs and vile Errors, &c. For 
©a_Man that is ſound in Fudgment, and DoQtrine, mia 
© chance to drop an unfound Expreſſion, through weak- 
© neſs, as ſome perhaps in America, through G. Keith's 
* catching Queſtions, may have been drawn to de, whoſe 
* Weakneſs tor him to expoſe in Print, in that aggrava- 
© ting manner as he has done, to the Reproach of the 
* whole Profeſſion, is very great Wickedneſs in him, - 
© and for which his Condemnation from God ſlumbers 
© not. Aud in p. 66. with reſpe& to his Manuſcripts, 
( which he would have had paſs for ſufficient Proofs ) 
I told him thus. *© He being a Parry is not a compe- 


| | - ©tent Fudge what is ſufficient Proof in this Caſe. That 


© ome Manuſcripts were read in the Yearly Meetirig by 


” © him, or. on his part, I remember ; how many they 
- © they were, or whether ſigned by the Perſons own 


© Hands, I know not. But, ſappoſing ( not granting) 


© thoſe Menuſcripts to be either Auteggrapbs, or Authen- 
© rick Copies, I believe he himſelf would think much, 
© to beconcluded or condemned from Inferences, or Con- 
© truttions made upon Manuſcripts { eſpecially, if they 
© be private Letters, as I think, ſome of thoſe he had 
© read, were ) without his being preſent, and having ' 
© the Liberty to open and explain his Senſe and Meaning 
© inany Pallage, Word or Sentence in them. Thus had 
I controverted this Point with him formerly, in that 
Book of mine, called, 4 further Diſcovery, which be 


' has never replied to; which might have been enough 


to have ſtopped him from telling that Story at Tarmrs- 


Hat, if he had not wanted Matter. , And this I fup- 


poſe 


p "IF 9 "OY 
poſe will be ſufficient to ſatisfie ary impartial Reader* 
That the Yearly Meeting bad no ſufficient Ground, 
from what G. Keith offered to them, to-cenſure judi- 
cially thoſe Perſons in America, whom he exclaimed 
here againſt ; conſequently that he has no juſt ground 
to Charge the Meeting ( or me for defending the 


- Meeting againſt his unjuſt Charge) with approving and 


juſtifying thoſe things which he calls vile Errors in 
them. ne 

But he comes off moſt lamely in pretending/that hg 
was charitable to the Yearly Meeting, in con; i 
Dizsjunttive [ 02] in their Words, to be equivalent 
the Copulative [ and ] as, ſays he, ſometimes it Is. 
Did he ever know or taken for 4rd, in an Alternative 
Propoſition. or Sentence, as this was, by any that pre= 
tended to underitand Words ? Let him bluſh at bis, Fol- 
ly, and repent of his Hypocriſie, in calling that Charity, 
which was indeed but a decesrful Shift. And let him 


| leain to be juſt, before he pretends to be Charitable. 


He thruſt upon his Auditois, one Quotation 
more, out of a Book of mine, which he almoſt proe }. 
miſed them, ſhould be the laſt, at lealt of Printed ones.” * 
He tells them, Thar 7 blame him, for comparing the Books 
of Freinds, to the Books of the Greek, and Latin Fathers, 
which in p. 45. he gives out of p. 99. of my Farther 
Diſcovery, thus, In comparing the Books of Friends, to the 
Books of them called the Greek and Latin Fathers, he has nat 
done as a Friend ard Brother, but as an Enemy, #1 ſurpoſong 
Fri:nds Books to have been written by no better G:1dance 
ner clearer ſight, than theirs, who lived and writ in thoſe 
Dark times, Upon this he ſaid, You ſer bow modeſt they 
are here? And upon that he makes his Auditors give a 
ſhout, Signifying, ſays be, their diflike that the Quakers 
Books ſhould be preferr*d ſo far tothe Greek and Latin Fas 
thers, next to the Days of rhe Apoſtles. One might won» 
der here, at the Cauſc of. = Auditors ſpxaing : w 
X .4uc 


| #44 41: 4 hi, 
ſach of them, as coftd underſtand what was meant by 
Greek and Latin Fathers, one might expett ſhould be 
men of greater W:i/dom and Gravity, than to ſhout in 
ſach Aſſemblies ; And for the »nds/cerning Mob, it was 
a Subjet ſo much above their Capacity and Prertences, 
that it cannot be ſuppoſed they ſhould fhowt at that, if 
they had not heen excited thereunto, by ſome little 
antick Gefticulation from him. But to the matter. They 
ſhouted, he-ſays, Signifying their diſlike, that the Qua« 
kers Books (ould be preferred fo far to the Greek and 
Latin Fathers, next to the Days of the Apoſtles. Why 
next to'the Days of the Apoſtles? Theſe were not my 
words. I did not refer to the times 7ext to the Days of 
the Apoſtles. But my words were, —Who lived and 


writ in thoſe Dark times, Muſt thoſe Dark times, needs - |. 
be next !0 the Days of the Apoſtles ? See what an Unfair 
Stretch this was. Were not moſt, and the moſt noted, }. 


of them, in the fourth and fifth Centuries, three or four 
hundred Years or more, after the Apoſtles Days, as 
Athanaſius, Baſilius, the two Gregories (Nazianſen and+ 
Nyſen, ) Cyril, Ambroſe, Epiphanins, Chryſoſtom, Hiero- 


”  mimws, Auguſtin, Hilarins, and ſo on to Gregory the _ 


. "great, Pope of Rome, Nay, are not Occumenius, The- 
_ opbilatt, and Bernard (none of the worſt) reckoned a- 

mongſt the Fathers, though the firſt of them lived above 
eghthandred Years, the ſecond above a thouſand, and 
the laſt above eleven hundred Years after Chriſt ? And 
why then muſt what I ipake 'of thoſe who lived and 
writ in thofe Dark times, be applied to them that liv- 
ed nextto the Days of the Apoſtles ? Could he find no 


other times to be accounted Dark, - but the Days next © 


tothe Apoſtles ? He has ſhewed his good Wilt; and 
that he is no *Changling in this reſpeCtt (how great ſo- 
ever in another) bur is always for perverting',. and 
taking words in the worſt ſenſe. IE of 


| That 
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That the times were Dark in the 4th and 5th Centt- 
ties, I ſuppoſe he will graar, when I ſhall have put him 
in mind, that much of the Super/tition, and not a lictle 
of Corraption in Doftrine; now retained. in the Chu £1 
of Rome, crept in in thoſe times (of which, were this. 
a ſuitable place, I could give plenty of Inſtances) nor 
was the third Secle ſo clear, but that Tertullian (who 
lived in the very beginning of it) and Orzgen (abouethe 
middle of it) gave ſufficient Occaſion in their writings,” 
for others to ſee, they were too much in the Dark; Per- 
kins in his Problem of the Church of Rome, p. 12. tells, 
ns, that Hierom ſays, Tertullian was not 4 man of 
the Church, becauſe he fell a way, to the Opinion of Motl- 
tanus. Tex, that he was a chief Heretick. He gives 
Þ 2 Catalogue of the Books, Terrulien wrote againſt the Or= 
thodox, and fays, Gelafius adjudged all his Books to be 
* Aprcryphal. » 
Origen, Perkins (ays,was Errorum plenus,Full of Errors 5 + 
And that Hierom called his Writings Fenemons; Of . Cyp- 
Tian, he fays, p. 13. While he too much — 
he ſometimes favours the Montaniſts, Alſtedins in Le 
+ Theol, p. 11. Blames Hierom, Auguſtine Ambroſe; 
Hillary and Origen, altogether, for their «abſurd Aly 
legories ; Nay he taxes Ambroſe and Hillary with: fem 
Contradittions, And in p. 17. he fays, St, Hierom 8 1s 
. diculous In Allegories over and over. And Auguſtin, he 
ſays, does ſometimes after the ſame manner, Jaries # 
French Proteſtant, tn his late B-ok called The Accoms- 
pliſhment of the Prophecies, Second Edit. Part, 1. and Þ- 
KF 217. fays, St. Baſil, St. Ambroſe, and the two' Grego- . 
ries, are the moſt antient Authors, in whom we begin 10 find | «1 
the Worſhip and Invocation of Creaturer., And in Parts, 3« 3 
, Þ- 44, he fays, Sr. Baſil in the Ea and St. Ambroſe 
*n the Weſt; 'are the moſt Antient Fathers, in whom we 
the Foorfteps of the InuTcation and Interceſſion of the Saints: 
 InPatts. p. 270, he ſays, The Antients did Copy one 4+ 
"£2 # | M > wage mother g 
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rother, almoſt without any Judgment, and always without 
Conſideration, And he conciudes, Part, 1 Þ- 112. If 
the Autvority of the Fathcrs, be 1:0t gocd mn many Faces, 
"tis good in none, "tis deabſul every where, | give but 
theſe few "Touches Concerning thoſe Fathers (as they 
are called) who lived (not next to, yet) not mar'y Ages 
af:er the Apoſtles Days. They who have a mind 10 
know more on this Subje&t, may find enough (it nut tuo 


- much) in the learned Dallens. 


But that it may appear, | ſpake no" by rote, in cal- 
ling thoſe times Yark, wherein moſt of thoſe called 


Fathers before mentioned liv-d, I think fit to ler the} 


Reader uuderſtand, from Perkins Problem b<fore cired, 
That Praying for the Dead (which is a peculiar NoQrine 
of Popery) 15 as Old as Tereul/zans time, about the latter 
End of the Second, and beginning of the Third Centu» 
Ty, P- 97- And the Conceict of Purgatoryy mult to be 
ſure, be ſome what Older. Perkin: makes the Mon- 
taniſts Arbors of ir, p. 99. And Tertullian and Origen 
the Chief, Þ. 175. The Honcuriag of the Relick: of the 
De«4 came in a little afier the Year 300. p 81. Praying 


to S.:4nts, about the Year 380. p. 90. The Cealibacy, or. | 


Single Life of Pricſts, between the Years 300. and 


400. P 150,191, 192. Monkery, about te Year 260. z 


Þ. 226. And for Superſtitious Ceremo #45 uſed in the 
Church of Rome, if Genebrard, Faſeiculus Tempcrum, 
Polidore, ds invent Rerum, and cther Writers may be 
believed, the greateſt part of them were introdu. 
_ before the Sixth Century; and not a few in the 
td, | 


In Þ. 46. he ov:rudes upon his Auditory, the Cory 
of 3 Paper, which he pretends to have Received from 
ſome of the Church: Party (as he calls them) by:whkich 
1confefs at the firff ſight, 1 thought he had meantfome 
fpiſcopal Men, |tiil Reading-on, I found he deferibed 

them co be ſome ther go among the Quakers.” Why 
&-.—-.-- he 


= - 


he Denominates them, ſome of the Church- Party, *(@r; * 
of a Party for the Church) I know not, unleſs to diftin- 
gab etem from himſelf, ard ſuch 2s he was in hopes 
ce, © to get to him, to make a Party againſt the Church. 
but However, he 1a\s, | hey were ſuch as favewed him; 
bey Þ. and (if he ſay true) itappears they favoured him, more 
BeS'Y than 17th, otherwiſe they would not haye gone out © 
OY the way of Trith, and common Juſtice , to gratify him. 
00 | For he lays, They gave him @ Meeting ( There were, ke 
think+., Nine or Ten of them ; ) They rok notice, he 
ale ſays, of ſome of Ellwocd's Forgeries and Abuſes ;, And i& 
ed | ſe: ms tney drew up a Paper againſt me, as a Cenſure and 
he -'F' Jud:-mcnt upon my Book, for he ſays, 7 hey ſaid in their 
d, & Paper, T. Ellw-104 bad done him wrong. And yet all this 
ne F (if ever it was done) was done in the Dark, and in Hug» 
cr $ ger Mugger (3s the ſaying is) without ever convening. 
u- W me, or acquainting me with it, before or after z nor 
Xe F did lever hear of ir, till now. He ſays, Some of them are 
1- $ Eminent, and that they are Generally 1n geod Repute among 
"| »s, if they were ſo, it would have added, ſome Repute 
@ | #0 bis Cauſe, to have named tem ;, but that, I obſerve, 
5 | he would not be drawn to, by all the Importunity that 5 
r.F. was uſed. His Narrative gives Account that H, Gu 
1-J ſaid, Let us know their names, who they are ; which , 
S refuling to tell, the other ſaid, I dare thee to name thejs 
2 & - names, or elſe thou art-a Lyar, an Impoſtor, a Cheat, : 
| adding, / dare ſay it is a Cheat, All this would-not 7 
I prevail with G. Keith to name a Man of them : And yer” © 
he ſays, Some of them have,1 hope,that Courage,that ] bis. nay 
' they would not be offended nor afraid, if I named them, This 
,makes me the more ſuſpe@ his Story to be faile, ' And = 
though L will not ſay poſitively,. It is a Cheat; yet I 
dare ſay, Ie lo:ks as like a Cheat, as any thing can well 
look, And 1 think an Inparti! and Fudicious Auditory 
would have required their' names,” and been better ſa- 
tisfied"of the Authority of that Paper, before they 
2 M 3 wuol 


< 


"tax TY. { 1093's 
 - would have {ent him their Ears to the Hearing of it, 
-- But, as if he had been feeding Fackdaws, all went down 
(for ought I find) that he offered, without the. leaſt chew. 
fag, Or Examination. 
ow if there, be any thing of reality in the Szory he 
has told (of ſome Perſons whom he will not name, that 
ave him that Paper, of which he read the Copy in 
is Meeting at Tarner?s- Hall) and that it be not a meey 
rv of his own, to bring forth that as the work of 


Dthers, which (for the weakneſs of jit,) he might well 
ave been'aſhamed to have brought forth as his own; 
what ever might be their intent in doing it, (as perhaps 
to ftill ard quiet him, by making ſome little ſhew of bla- 
& ming me , which ſuppoſing the Story true ig Fact, is the 
E- moſt Charitable Conſtruttion | can put upon it.) Yet | 
= plainly ſee his deſign in publiſhing it is, 70 ſlip his Neck 
.. "cw of the Cellar, (as they ſay) and thereby excuſe him- 
=» elf (ifhe might) from Anſwering that Book of mine (cal- 
* led Afwrther Diſcovery) out of which the Cavils contain- 
, Ed in the Paper he read, wete pickt up. For he ſays, 
” ina Marginal Note to p. 50. (both of that Book, and 
Re the Pother called Truth Defended) I think, 1 have cffettu- 
1: caty anſwered th:m bere, 44 to the main. Now [think it 
 fiftogive the Reader an Account, That that Book of 
2 mane, called A further Diſcovery, &c. and was an Anſwer 
” 102 Bookof G. Kei:ls called 4 Seaſonable Information 
Vu, ard Caveat, Ec. (the Epiſtle to which was Publiſhed 
ES. E-, it ſelf, about a Month before the Book) in which 
© Þe charged me with Pi/ty Falſe Accuſations, Perver ſions 
-— "and Forgeries (which he pretended to bave gathered up, . 
 putof a Former Treatiſe of mine, called' An Epiſtle to 
-., Friends) and undertook, in ſo Many diſtin Scftions, 
” to prove 2gain{t me. All which in my Farther Diſcc- 
ter, | Anſwered, and fully too, and returned the Charge 
f talſe Acenſations, Perverſions and Forgeries upon 
fm. This has lain vpon him now near two ou, 
| with- 
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"and Indirett manner, ſignified to him, as their Judg- 
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without fo mnch as attempting to Anſwer it. Now he 
would ſham me off with an 1dle Story (if not 4 meer Fa- 
ble) of what ſome few Perſons (that mult not be named, 
that they may not be blamed and ſhamed) have in a Blind 


ment Concerning ſome few (and /tle material) Paſlages 
in that Book of mine. And this be would have paſs for 
an Anſwer to that Book, Which that it may not, bus 
that that Book (as well as the other, called Truth 
fended) may ſtill remain upon him, as unanſwered ; 1 
will go throngh the ſeveral —_—_— of it (which he 
for want of weight in himſelf, calls weighty) and ſhew 
both the emptineſs and weakneſs of them, and the Folly and 
Falſhood of his Comments upon them. | * 
The Firſt Head is, that I blame G. Xeith for mi- 3 
ſtating the Controverſie ( about the ſufficiency of the ® 
Light ) and cunningly fliding in the Word [ Within J 
when he knew it was not in the Words charged, nor in" 
the Words proved : To this it is oppoſed, in that Paper 
thus, A true Copy of the three Judgments, Þ. 6. are theſe 
Words : All which are ſomething elſe than the People called 
Quakers underſtand by the Light, to wit, the Light ineues i 
ry Man's Conſcience, which G. Keith alledgeth, is Prodf + 
that G. Keith intended the Light within. To this I ſay, 3 
1. What is meant by A true Copy of the three Fudgments, © 
I know not. If it be a Book ( as, by quoting, p.6. it 
ſeems to be) I do not remember l have ever ſeen. it z 
nor is if much material,to this buſineſs ; whether Fever .- £ 
door not. 2. Here's a Kelative without an Arne » 
all which are ſomething elſe, &c. All which? all what? - 
All nothing at «ll : For there is nothing mentioned, or 
recited out of that True Copy, to which the Relative © 
Which may be referr*d. So that this is a Nonſenſical Paſ< * 
ſages And, to compleat the Folly of this weighey Parti- 
cular, as. he calls it, the Concluſion of it is thus, Weich 
G, Keith alledgerb, js Proof that G. Keith" intended the 4 
M 4 Light 
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Ligh within. Here G. Keith's pretended Advocates, in- 
ſtead of ſhewing that the Word Within was in the Words 
charged, or in the Words proved ( which they ſhould 
have donc; if they would have convicted me of miſ- 
charging bim, in ſaying he had cunningly lid in the 
Word, Within ) come no nearer the Matter than to 
ſay; that ſomething or other ( not naming what) G. 
Keith alledgeth, is Proof that G. Keith intended the Light 
within. They don't adventure ſo far as to ſay, that that 
ſomething (or All which, whatever it was) is 4 Proof, 
& bur that G, Keith alledgeth jt is « Proof. And a Proof 

_.. of what, I Pray? Why, a Proof that G. Keith inten: 
' Ded the Light withivy. But is not that a fair Proof, at 

leaſt by Implication, that G, Keith did not exp2els the 

Word Within ( whatever he intended ) and conſcquent- 

Iy, that I faid true, in ſaying, He knew it was not in 

che Word; charged, nr in the Words proved ( for how 
"ſhould it, when it was x9: in the Words ſpoken, as is 

here implicitely acknowledged ) but only in his Inten- 
tion ? Wzs G. Keith ſo du'l, he could not fee, that this | 
\ wasſofar from being a Defence for him, that it whol- 
+ 1y wakes againſt kim, and for me? To peice out this, 

"= there is added in his Paper, a Paſſage in one Ber, ' 
 Chamber's Letter: Another Paſſage in Jokr DelzvaPs 
” Letter. And then ifadded, Fubn Hurphrey's rwo Let- 
yo fers read, ard both to the ſame Purpoſe. It may be ſo: 
© And yet all to /it:le or no purpoſe. For what were all 
bo te Letters, I pray ? Were they made publick in 
"ot Print ? Or only private Letters lying in G. Kentb's Pcc- 
ket? How then could it be expected | ſhould know, or 

rake notice, what wzs in them? But I can aſſure GC. 
- Keith (and his Advocates too, if he hath any) that | weat 

upon farer Ground than the Letters in his Pocket conld 
be to me : For when I ſaid, He knows the Word Wwth- 

”m was not in. the Words-chargee, nor in the Words pro- 


wed, lhad'G., Keith bimſelf for my Luthor ;, ard I thought 
| | Hee” 
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1 could not have « better, againſt himſelf, than himſelf. 

He, in his Seaſonable Information ( to which 1 then an- 
ſwered) ſpeaking of T. Fuz-water's Charge againſt 
him, P- 12. faid, His Charge was, That 1 denied the ſuf- 
ficiency of the Light. Heres not the Word YPithin ; 

and therefore he knew ( if he knew what he writ) that 

the Word //ithin was not in the Words Charged. Then 
three Lines lower, in the ſame Page, ſpeaking of what 

the Witneſſes proved, he ſays, They proved againſt me, 

That 1 did not believe the Light was ſufficient without ſome- 
thing elſe. Here's not the Word Y/ithin ; and there® % 
fore he knew ( if he knew what he wric ) that the 
Word YVFihin was not in the Words proved. This, E 
think were enough, on this Head, to clear me. But 
to manifeſt more fully, that I had good ground to ſay 
as I did, vit. that he knew the Word /Yithin was not 
in the Words charged, 1 add, that in the ſame Book, 
P+ 17. he fays, ©I ſtand recorded on the Monthly Meet- 
*ing Book at Philade/phia, by the Monthly Meetings 
© judgment given out agzinſt we, and” clearing 7. 

* Fytz- water for his accuſing me, that 1 denyed the ſuffi 
? ciency of the Light ; and the Evicence ( lays he) aging, iN 
©me was, That I ſaid, I did ror believe the Light-was ſafe: Eo 
© ficxent without ſomethirg elſe, Here he has ſet down the 
Vrords charged, and the VYoras proved, as they.ſtand 
recorded (if he may be believed ) on the Monthly 7 
Meeting Book at Priladelphiz, and yet here is not the 7 
Word YYihin, either in the //ords charged, or inthe 
Fords proved. And this both he, and his pretended 
Advocates, might have ſeen in my Further Diſcovery Þ. * 
62. .Yet further in his Book, called, Reaſons and Cauſes, 
p. 8. where he givcs this ater as the firſt Cauſe of the 
Separation, he ſets down T7. Fi;zwarer's Charge againſt 
him thus. #.* '-— having openly. in the Face of the 
© Meeting accuſed G. Keith, for denying the ſufficiency of 
"res Light, Here is not the YV/ord V/ubm, And lower 
$81 in 
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in the ſame Page, telling what others witneſſed for 
him, he ſays they faid, © They heard him both then and 
© at all occaſions, that he delivered his Mind on that 
© ſabje&t, always bear Teſtimony to the ſufficiency of the 
© Light ro Salvation. Here's not the V/ord YVithin, And 
this [ noted formerly, in my Further Diſcovery, p. 63, 
whom would G. Kewh have meto believe, if not him- 
ſelf? Yet G. Keith has the Face, in his Comment up- 
on this Head, Nar. p. 48. to ſay, The Queſtion was 
net concerning the Light indefinitely ; but the Light within : 

* And that I accuſe him unjuſtly. 

The Second Head of that Paper is, That, in my Fur. | 
ther Diſcovery, p. 101. aretheſe Words, Ard this makes 
« Ferbal Coofelfen) yea, a bare verbal Confeſſion, ſuffici- 
ent to Yoak them, as be phraſes it, together in Church-Fel- 
+ Jowſhip. To this they oppoſe, Reaſons and Cauſes of the 

Separation, P. 22. ad finem;, Tho. Ellwood leaves this 
out, Viz. Touching theſe neceſſary and Fundamental Prin« 
oiples of Chriſtian Dofrine, as well as that their Converſa- 
tion is ſuch as becomes the Goſpel of onr Lord Feſms Chriſt. | ) 
They add alſo another Sentence out of Reaſons and Can- 

36. Bat as this laſt Sentence relates not to thoſe 
ds of mine, which were expreſly reſtrained to the 
+ ©Qyotation there given out of Keaſors and Cauſes,p.22. SO 
= they (or he for th:m, for that it is his Work, whoe- 
þ ver he got to Patronize it, I don't doubt) leave our 
4 - o&s, part of my Words, which explain the lat- 


& 
-e 


ir; The Diſpne between him and me there, was not 
bout Converſation, or how far, he cither admitted, 
er required, that, asa Term of Communion with him ; 
but jt was aDont a verbal Confeſſion of Faith or Princi- 
* ples, as a Door of Admittance into Society or Fellows 
” ſhip, or Terms of Communion therein ; See my Epiſtle, 
”  Þ. 59, 69, and G1. In bis Anſwer to which*( called 4 
Sexſonable laformation ) P. 54» Set. 37, 38. He menti- 
gacd not a Word of Conyerſation z but excepted ogg 
: the 
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the Words Door of Admirtance, and ſaid, he made wie 


nd | verbal Confeſſion, rhe Terms at all of Church- Communian, - 
nat | when the Profeſſion is but barely verba!;, but when the Cone 
the | feſſion or Profeſſion, floweth from the living Faith of Chriff, 


nd | &c. To this | replying, in my Farther Defrovery, -p, 
3, | 101. ſhewed, that he had not guarded his Expr | 
mn. | about a verbal Confeſſion, fo before, in the Place I h 
p. | quoted of his, which was that in Reaſons and Cauſes, p. 
as | 22. Then reciting the Words again, viz. We are con- 
": vinced and oma + in our Conſciences, that God calleth us 
to ſeparate from ſuch Unbelievers, and not to be -_ 10s 
ry | gether in Church-Fellowſhip ard Diſcipline with any that we 
es | bave not proof of by Confeſſion of the Month, that they are © . 
i. | ſound in Faith; 1 thereypon made this twofold Infe- 
1. | rence, * So that he makes a verbal Confeſſion, a Proof "of * 
bs * thtir being ſound in the Faith, ard this makes a Verbdd © 
7 © Confeſſion, yea, a bare verbal Confeſſion, ſuſſicient to yoa 
6 © them ( as be phraſes it ) together 1 Church-Fellowſhip, 
b- Now the leaving out the firſt Part of my Words, is 4n- 7 
. I jurious to the Senſe of the Latter : For it wakes as if 
s the latter Part ( viz. That he makes abare ker” b 
. feſſion ſufficient to Yoak them together in ChurchoFela. - 
> lowſhip ) had been an Aſertion of mine ; whereas 38 
) 
. 


but. an Inference from the ſormer, and that former an_Mi# 

ference from his Words there quoted. For I did not 

firm he makes _ verbal Confeffion ſufficient to Voak © -- 
: them, &c. But from his ſaying, we are convinced b. 
&c. that God calleth us to ſeparate, Oc. and note 2 
| be yoaked in Church-Fellowſhip, &c. wich any that'we # 
| have not proof of by Confeſſion of the Mouth, thas they arg 
"ſound in Faith; | inferr'd, 1. That he made 4 "verbab; : 
Confeſſion, '4 proof of their being ſound in the Faith : and; | 
2, That bis doing ſo { his making a Verbal Confeſſion a © 
Proof of their being ſound in the Faith ) makes & verbal 
Confeſſion, yea, @ bare verbal Confeſſion, ſufficient to yoak im | 
Ctarch-Felowſhip. Now in this 1 do not approve 3 


_ 


ing the Q«0:4:40n where / did, and not giving the Words 


fundamental Principles ( it ſhould have been, Part: ) 
of Chriſtian DoQrine, as well as that their Converſa- 
tjon is ſuch as becomes the Goſpel, &c, ] For the ne- 
ceſſary Parts of Chriftian Lottrine are comprehended in 
the Words, ſound in Faith ; and Converſation was not in 
the Terms of the Debate, and therefore not proper to 
have been there put in. G. Kejth's Clamour therefore, in 


. bow they (the ſuppoſed Authors of his Paper ) notifie his 
"+ Forgery, what he leaves out my Words. This may be ra- 
+ ther C-lled ts Forgery ; For the Paper he read, ſay: 
- roth:ng of Forgcry; but only mentions what Words L 
” left out, without paſſing ary Cenſure, or making any Obs 
ſervation upon it. 
The Taird Head of that Paper is, That in Page 103. 
# T. Elwood accuſeth G. Keith for giving of fa'ſe Quota- 
' tion, or forging Quotation ( this is thz Scorch Dialeft, 
& by which I gueſs who framed ir } out of R. Barclay's 
» Books Then it ſais, G, Keith's Quotation compared 
= Wb R. Barcliy*s agrees, as quoted, Reaſons and Cauſes, 
' CF. p. 16. For Subſtance of Doftrine, p. 24, £5, 26. in 
ep"/s Words, and adds, p. 106. T, Ellwood admits of 
Subſtance, In the Margin is ſet, Let the Quotations be 
.. read ont of R. Barclay's Anar, Now whereas G. Keith's 
” Preiended Advocites, or Compurgators, ſay here, 
- , that G. K:ith's Quotation compared with R, Barclay's 
' agrees as quoted, Reaſons and Cauſes, p. 16. for Sub- 


ound, having now again examined the one with the 
other. And | put bath G. Keith and all bis Advocatcs 
upon it, to mak? it appear, if they can. The menti- 
+ oning the Quotations G. Keith gave in P. 24, 25, 26. 
of Re.tjons and Cauſes, out of R, Barclay is nothing. to 
| | the 


t "= 


| did him any wrong atall,either in the I»ferences,or in end- | 


now added in the Paper [' Touching theſe neceſlary and - 


% 
ſa at i 2 a__ a 


Nar. p. 48. is groundleſs, where he ſays, 1 ake notice 


Kance of DoQtrine; I deny it, and that upon good * 


* thole Pages that I charged him with falſe _ But 
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the purpoſe ( if they do agree) becauſe it was not in” 
in my Epiſtle Firlt, 1 taxed him with wronging KR. Bars 
clay in the Words he gave; in his Cauſcleſs Ground, Þp. 
$. as the expreſs Doctrine and Teſtimony of R. Bar- 
clay in his Anarchy, p 48. and 1 ſhewed it, and plainly 
proved it by comparing the places together : And in 
P. 61, 62, of that Epiſtle, 1 ſhewed a like abuſe he had 
put upon KR. Barclay and his Reader, in his Reaſons and 
Cauſes, p. 16. in giving that Paſſage as R. Barclay's Do- 
&rine in Axarchy, p. 32, 33,48, 49. which was neither + 
his Words nor his Doctrine: And thouzh þe would 
have ſhuffled this off, in his Seaſonable Information, p, 
34, 35. Yet I would not ſuffer him ſo to do; but 
in my Further Diſcovery, p.101, 102, 103, 104, 10g, 3 
106. drove him out of all his Holes and Subterfuges 
about it, and fixed it as a falſe Quotation on him - * 
which neither he hzs cleared himſelf, nor his Advos 
cates have acquirted him of, nor can, Whereas they 
ſay T. Ellwood admits of Subſt ance ;, they ſpeak not plain- | 
ly. If they mean, that in p. 106. ( which they menti- 
on) 1 ddmit G. Keith to have given the Subſtance of 
R. Barclay's Doflrine, in thit Q-otation, Reaſons and 
Carſes, Pp. 16. which I taxed him for, / deny ir, Tons 
ly fay there, © He hath not attempted to prove, that this 
tis the DoCtrine, or Subſtance of the Dottrine of Ro Bare 
© clay in that Book, by producing now R, Barclay's own 
* Words to manifelt it. This is not admitting GC, 
K*rith's Quotation to be the Sulftance of R. Barclay's 
Doctrine there. But to remove this conceit wholly, 1 
ſaid in the Page but juſt before, viz.p. 105. © Ye ſee now, 
©6G. Keith not only confeſles they ate not his VYords, but 
© dares not adventure to ſ:y, they are plainly and di- 
© reftly his DoOrine 3 but the Subſtance of his Doftrine. 
* And yet (ſaid i ) evin that I deny, | ſay they are 
© neither KR. Barclays YVoras, nor Dottrine, nor the Sub- 
© tance 
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© Fance of his Doftrine. What now may we ſuppoſe 
to be meant by thoſe Words in the Paper, T. Ellwood 
admit bf Subſtance ? Why, if we may Credit G. Keith 
in his Commentary upon it, Nar. -þ. 48. He ſays, Theſe 
Men take notice that T. Ellfnood tis unfair in taking that 
Liberty to himſelf, he will not allow to me : They (adds 
he) obſerve, he admits of Subſt are of Doltrine in hi:own 
. Citations, but will not allow it to me. Whence will he 
pretend to have this * The Paper he read, and has 
Printed, ſays norhing of it, nothing towards it, nothing like 
£ﬆ. This therefore I charge upon him, as a plain 
downright #aiſheod and Forgery. 
The fourth Head of that Paper is, That in Further 
» Þ- 19: T. Ellwood accuſes G. Keith, that 
” be blames Friends, that they were gone too much from the 
. Outward to the Inward. Bu G. Keith, p- 20. (it ſhould 
". bep. 10.) which T. Ellwood brings for Proof, ſays, That 
. be blames ſome Perſons, for not rightly and fully preaching 
” Chrift without. So that T. Ellwood's Conſequences ſeems 
wot fair, but ftrain'd. This is weakneſs, at leaſt. . [ 
E. ſhewed in that page, that the word [too much] there, 
+ elated to their going from the Outward, which þ proved 
= he blamed Friends for, by his own ſaying Sea/. Inform, 
Þ- 40. 1 have blamed ſome Perſons for not rightly and fully 
Seccking Chriſt wihoue. Now if, according to him, 
' did not Preach Chriſt without, righily nor fully , 
= then, "according to kim they were gone too much from 
me Qurrard: And fo my Conſequence was not Srrain'd, 
-” but fair. 
*” The fifth Head, ſays p. 22. T. Ellwood eaccuferh G. 
” Keith, of 4 Fallacy, ir declaring, - kw not to go" forth 
rhe Yearly Mecting : which Fallacy alledged, was, that 
© G, Keith ſpon{d refuſeto go out ſore one Day of the Tearly 
Herring. But that-not appearing to us, by any Quotation, 
- tho ſuppoſed Fallacy p< _-_ Well, Vie then f 
” Whether it appear'd ro them or not, the #abacy is ne« 
us AE | vcrthchoſs 


- 
- 
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verthelef certain; And though I conld not give a> 
tation tO prove it(having only his Books to 


- 1691. This looks like G. Keith's work, both by the 


. there is neither Day, Month, nog Year ſet, wherein 


WF ma 


Yet | writ it not upon ſurmiſe, but upon Safiient Mhnnd, 
and G. Keith ſo well knows it to be true, rhat ki 
not -had the boldneſs to deny it. There is Wed 
part of 'this Head, which ſays, And further, Whereas 
T. Ellwood alledges that be was led into this miſtake by 
G. Keitl's obſcure way of mriting ; for altho in p..14. © 
nor 18, of the Book, Reaſons and Cauſes, as T. Ellwood 
unduly Argueth, yet in p. 3. Plea of the Innocent , quoted ay 
bimſelf,, p. 19. of bis firſ Book called. An Epiſtle, &: CG % 
We find G. Keith gives account, the Tearly Megting & - 
Philadelphia, was in the firſt week of the 7th Month, 


Imperfeneſs of the Senſe, and the diſpoſing of the worg 
ſo, that the Fallacy 1 had charged him with, might 
for a Miſtake of mine. Whereas the Fallacy I charged | 
him with, was, His ſaying he did go our at the Yearly - 
Meeting (to contradi& my ſaying, he refuſed ro go.out 4 
at the Yearly Meeting) whereas (there being feverab. 
Meetings in that time of the Yearly Meeting, |, 
£0 out at ſome, or one, of them, but refuſed to po 0u8 at M 
the reſt. But the Miſtake that I was led into, by his" 
obſcure way of writing, was, that the place of his Books; 
which I then quoted, to prove he refuſed to go ant; of 
the Yearly Meeting (which was p. 14. Of Reaſorg and- - 


Cauſe) ſpake not of the Yearly Meeting. but heal | 


(as I remember, the Quarterly) Aeeting (For that he 
refuſe to go out at rwo ſeyezel Meetings, that 
of his confeſſes, p. 14. and p. 18) I complained, that tf 
was led inco that M k 7 by his obſcure way of Writs 
ing, in not ſetting do the times wherein thoſe Meet- 
ings were held, and ſhewed thatimghoſe pages of that 
Book of his, wherein thoſe M ere ſpoken 


either the Quartely or Yearly Meeting was held, They 
blatthe + 


"7 


+ 4 
98; 
bs. 


| p08 askt him, how the Judgment of the Firſt could be 


MW. Sow Y 
blame me, for blaming him for his obſcurity, and fay, 
thongh. it was not in p* 14. nor 18. (nor indeed any 
where) of that Book, yet it was in P- 3- of another 
Book ; and ſo it may be in p. 13- of another Book 
beſide that, for ought 1 know : But it was not art all, 
in that Book which I mentioned, where the Matter 
',was treated of, and where it ought to have been. G, 
Keith upon this, Rants at an high rate, Nar. p. 49. 
and ſays, You ſee, he argues like a rare Logician. He ſays, 
1 don't name the Tear nor Day, ror is it in Þ. 14. nor p. 
T8. But what then? I do it in another page, ſays he. 
Ay, ſo he did indeed : But that other page, was in ane |. 
ther Book. This 5s rare Logick, ſays he. And this is || | 
rarer Fuppling, ſay 1 ;, to ſet down his Matter in one 
Book, and the time of it in another Book, that he might 
*bide himſelf, puzzle his Reader, and rrepan his Oppo- 


i. Ml. 6 a> _ God a mt oa To. aa acc a= 


'-— nent, How could he, or his Advocates either, expect 


that I ſhonld have recourſe to his Plea of the Innocent, 
ta find the date of a Meeting treated of in his Reaſon; 
and Gove ? Oh, ſays G. Keith, he has quoted that for 


prrpoſe. True, but as it was for another pur- 


- poſe, ſo it was in an0:her Book, written at another rime, 
- mot in that wherein I complained of his Omiſlions ; but 
In the Epiſtle written three Months before. | 


The fixth Head is almoit /z:ch another Cavil, depend- 
ing upon the uncertain Datcs of ſome of their Mectings 
in Penſilvania, wherein their Controverſies had; been 
handled. $G. Keirh had complained, that the Yearly 
Meeting there, had nor given a right Judgment againſt 
W. Stockdale ; I ſhewed that they had, He thereupon 
asks, Why did they contradict Sound Judgment of 4 
Monthly Merino at Philadelphi3f paſſing due Cenſure up- 


o# W.S. ſix Months thereafter ? | took (and yet 
take) the Monthly Meeting he ſpeaks of, to have been 


held fx Months afte# that Yearly Meeting,z and there- 


ſaid 


wo WE 
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193) | 
faid to contradidt that of the Latter, ſeeing the Latter 
was n0t in being, when the Firſt was given? To this he 
ſays, Nar. p- 49. Pray, /Aay not a Meeting held fix 
Months after, Contradiet a Meeting going befere ? 1 am 
charged (ſay he) that I cannot Speak Senſe: And why ? 
Becauſe he (T. Ellwood) feigns that 1 ſaid, « Meeting 
fix Months before Contraditted a Meeting beld fix Months 
after it ,, when there is no ſuch thing (ſays he ; ) But that 
a Meeting fix Months after, Contradiftts a Meeting ſix 
Months before. Thus G. Keith. But how falſly (hall quick- 
ly be made appear, and that both by G. Keith himſelf, 


_ and his Advocates. I ask therefowe, Which of the 


two Meetings, the Yearly or the Aſonthly, did Contra- 
dit the other ? Which of them was x,that was Contra- 
diced by the other ? G. Keith reſolves this plainly, 
in his Seafonablte Information p. 11. by ſaying, Why, 
did they, (viz, the Tearly Meeting) Contraditt the ſound 
Judgment of a Monthly Mecting at Pliladelphia, paſling 
due Cenſure upon W.5S:ockdale fix Months thereafter 7 This 
is enough to ſhew that, according to G. Keith, it Wa 
the Nearly Meeting that did Contradiit, the Monthly that 
was Contradifted, and yet both he here cron 
that that Monthly Meeting, was fix Mouths after 
Yearly Meeting, and his Advocates undertake to De= 
monſtrate it, by giving the datcs of Each, viz. That 
of the Yearly Meeting, the 1/7 of the ſeventh Month 
1691. That of the adjourned Meeting (w' ich is the ſame 
that he calls the Monthly Meeting) the 27: of the 12th 
Mo. 1691. And exprelly ſay. it wes fix Months after the 
Yearly Meeting. Now if\it was the Yearly Meeting 
that did ContradiQ, gud the Monthly; Meeting that was 
ContradiQted, and ii 7 Yearly Meciing Wwwas fix Months 
before that Monthly Meeting, (as from G. Keitb's and. 
his Advocates own words before citzd, I have proved 
that it was) then that which was fix Months beforeg 
did (according to G. Keith) contradict that vhich came 
N 
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© their proper place.” 
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fix Months after. Which how great Nonſenſe it is, 
G. Keith has already reſolved : But he cannot acquit 
himſelf of it; nor of a dawn right Falſhood, with tog 
great Boldneſs delivercd, to have excuſed himſelf from 
being too apt,as Learned as he is,to write Nonſenſe, Of 
this [ expeCt he ſhould clear himſelf, or Confeſs himſelf 
Guilty of both Nonſenſe, and(which is worſe) Falſhood. 

In the ſeventh Head, p. 48. Having quoted ſeveral 
pages ( and recited ſome words) out of my Further 
Diſcovery, as P- 35, 36, 37, and 42, and 43- Where 
I treated about the Separation made by G. Keith in 
America ; they ſay, Whereas T, Ellwood ſhould have 
brought Matter of Patt, to prove G. Keith guilty of the Se- 


. paration, inſtead thereof, he argues, as we think, uifairly 
by _ Nicety, Thought, the Proverb ſays, is free z 
| cannot help it, if they would think ſo ? Bur [ think, 


and 
Cand I have found others think) that I have in that Book 
ſufficiently fix*d the Guilt of the Separation upon G. 
Keith,and that by fair Reaſoning, crawn from Matter of 
FaQ,throughout twenty pages dad more,from þ.36.t0 p. 
$9. And lam content to ſtand to the Readers Judg- 
ment in it. But if tie Perſons wiiom G. Keith pretends 
ro tfave had this Paper from, did draw it up themſelves, 


I wonder not at their thinking,as they ſay they do: For , 
in the Cloſe of the former Head, the Judgme.1t of the ' 


Yearly Meeting, is called the Suppoſed Judgment of the 
Yearly Mecting'; which word deth fo exiCtly relemble 
G. Keith's Style, that if any jothkers brought it forth for 
him, I cannot think but he Þbegot it in them. Upon this 
Head, G. Keith makes a large Comment. But it 1s little 
elſe than a/Repetition of the 19h Seftion In p. 1 3, 14. 
of his Sezſonable Information,already anſwered in my Fur- 
tber Diſcovery,p. 42,4.3, 44. Only Ll obſerve he bere makes 
it a perverſion of Philoſophy to put the Cauſe before ths Eff &. 
hich perhaps may be as true,as it would be a Pervcrſi99 


in Husbar:dry, to ſet the Oxen before the Plow, which is 
The 


x": 


» 
— 


eo yy + 44 
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7? The Eighth) Head b:ing only about ſetting the Prime 
o | ters Name to Books, I think too trivial to take notice 
mn | of here; further than to obſerve, That it ſhews G. 


»f | Keith, and they that he ſays favoured him, were hard 
ie | p #0 it to pick up Matter ont of my Book to Cavil at, 
1. | when they were fain” to cop for ſuch ſilly ſtaff as this. 

l The Ninth and Laſt Head is, That 7, Ellwood alleager, 
p- 91, He did not underſtand that the Dottrine of the Faith 


nf of Chriſt, as he died, being neseſſary to our Chriſtianity and 
n Salvation, &c. Was by him reputed a Dottrine in Controe 


verſie between G, Keith 41d others in America; when i 
ſeveral Places of his Books it plainly appears it wa: the 
ly principal Doftrine in Controver ſie. See Reaſons and Cane 
. | ſes, p-8, and 21, 22. with many others : They muſt ex« 
k | cuſe-me in that, What appears very plain to /ome, does 
jk | notalways appear /o to others. And I do afſure them,” 
that which they ay appeared ſo plain to them, neither 
then did, nor yet does, appear plain to me. .For 1 do 4 
| not believe ( whatever he may pretend ) that there 


Py, » 


was any real! Controverſie b<tweer® Friends there, 
and him, whether the Faith of Chriſt, as he died, Is | - © 
.neceſſary to our Chriſtianity and Salvation. But that 2? 
| the Qu-ſtion controverted was, Whether that Faith is © 

abſolutely and indiſpenſibly neceſſary to all Mankind, throughe 
out the Vriverſe, ſo that none could he ſaved without ity 
$ though they had net the means, Opportunity, or Capacity 
to know or receive it, And that this was indeed, the ſtate 
of the Controverſy there, I have ſince Read in the ftare 
of the Caſe, p. 11. wriiten by Samuel Fennings, while 

here in England. 

[c was not that I thonght there was any thing of 
N worth or moment in this Paper, that made me beſtow 
| this little ps in anſwering it; northat the particular 
| Paſhges therein ( though G. Keith, to fer them off, 
calls chem Weig'ty Particulars) have any other wegbe 
in them, than what is likely to fa upon his Head, who 
| N 2 broagnt 


— 


SF Yo 20 53 _-— 


x 


*: 


A 

Ds 
4 
» 


"If hecayld have ſhewed it at all. 
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brought them forth, whatever ic may upon any. others 
that aſſiſted him therein. Butthe chief reaſon which 
Induced me, at this time, to take any notice of them at 
ail, was, that I might wholly take from him all pretence 
of having anſwered that Book of mine, out of which 
theſe Cavils were taken ; fo that that Book called 
Further Diſcovery, as well as my laſt, called Truth De. 
fended, may ſtill Fe with their full weight on him, un- 
anſwered in any part. 

In p. 51. The Mceting being over, and Narrative 
ended, he adds this Note ; If any of my Adverſaries 06+ 
Jet, That divers of theſe Proofs, here brought, were brought 
formerly in my Buck againſt W. Penn and G. Whitehead, 
called A Short Liſt of the Vile and Groſs Errors, which T. 
Ellwood hath replied to in his Book, called-Truth Defend- 

-ed: 1 Anſwer (fays he) 1 know not any one of them that 
be hat ſufficiently anſwered unto, to give the leaſt ſatisfatti- 


*® on to any ſound Chriſtian ;, bis Anſwers being ny Eva. 


fions ard Perver ſions, as I ſhonld have ſhewn, if he had aps 
eared. Alas, p8or man, he might with the more eaſe 
have ſhewed it. 1 not appearing to his [mperions Summons, 
| Why ſhould he. ex- 
evſe himſelf by my not appearing? Neither G. Whire- 
bexd mor W. Pennappearcd any more than I ( they not 
owning his Uſurped Furiſdittion, any more than I) and 
yer that hindred him not from repeating thoſe broken 
Ciarges azainſt them, which I had anſwered before in 
Print. If he would needs be doing,he ſhould have pro- 
cecded methodically and fairly, and have firſt given his 
Auditors an account that he had formerly exhibited thoſe 
Charzes in Print; and that I in Print-had anſwered 
them. Then he ſhould have read my Anſwers, and re- 
in:ed.them, if hz could ; and when he had done that, 
it had heen time enough then for him to have renewed 
ar:d reinforced his Charge. - But he had rather anſwer 
iy Book+by repezting the Charge which my Book was 
- ' - an 
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an Anſwer to; that he thought would be the eaſicſt way. 
As for my former Anſwer, whether it is lufficieat znd 
fatisfaQory, or no, he muſt give me leive, or I will 
take it, to tell him ( notwithſtanding he has ſet himſelf 
on the Bench, and called me and others to the Bar, to 
hear onr ſelves charged and proved guilty ) that he and 
Iare both too near @ kin to the Cauſe, to be Proper and 
competent Judges of the ſufficiency of my Anſucr. His 
Book and mine are both abroad, the World has them, 
and the World will judge of thei as they ſee cauſe, 
whether we will or no, and ſo let them with my good 
will, . But withall let me tell him, that until he has an- 
ſwered them, they ſtand, and will ſtand, as ſufficient 
againſt him. And, as ſuch, I ſtil] leave them upon his 
Head, and expect his Anſwer to both them and this. 


'And whereas he ſaith there are many new Proofs here 


brought, beſides the former; it is not unlikely but 
ſome there may be (though I think not many ; ) for 
that's the way af Shuifling Writers, to add ſome New 
Scraps to an Old Book, and then ſet it out witha New 


Title, for a New Book. Yet very little, | think, there 


is, if any thing, in his Narrative, which was not pub- 
liſhedgbefore, either in his former Liſt of Yile ard 
Groſs Errors ( which 1 anſwered before) or, in his 
Book of Groſs Error and Hypocriſie detefied , now als 
ſwered in this. And therefore, I think, I may juſtly 
call this Anſwer to his Narrative, an Anfgper to them 
all; and as ſuch I intend it, 


G. Keith's Appendix to his Narrative, and the 
ſeveral Charges contained therein, conſidered, 


O his Narrative he tacks an Appendir, containing 

(he ſays) ſome confid:rable Proofs out of theſe Men: 

Droks relating te the foregoing Heads, The firſt Paſſage be 
N 3 cal Py 
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carps at, *is in G. Whitehead's Book called The Divinity 
of Chrit, p.70. Where in Anſwer to F. Owen, who 
had [aid © The Sacrifice devotes his (Chriſt's * Humane 
* Nature, whence God i+ faid ro purchaſe:bis Ch:rch 
© with his own Blood, A#: 20. 28. For he offered hitm- 
* ſelf through the eternal Spirit, there was the Matter 
* of the S:crifice, which was the Humane Nature of 
© Chriſt*s Sovl and Body, &ec. G, Whitthead anſwered, 
* Tiigſe Paſſages are but darkly and confuſedly expreſ- Y 
*ſed; As alſo we do rot read in Scrip: ure, that the 
Blood of God, by which he purchaſed his © hurch, is 
*ever called the Blood of tie H»mare Nature : . Nor 
* that the Sou! of C':rift was the Humane Nature, 0r,was 
* put to death with the Body (for the wicked could not 
© kill the Soul, —for his Sc:{ in his own being was im-. 
© mortal, and the Nature of Gnd is Divine, and* there- 
© fore that the Blood of God ſhould be of Humane (or 
© Earthly ) Nature, appears intonſiſtent; And where 
© doth the Scripture call the Blood of God Humane , 
© or Human Nature ? &c. It is plain enough from hence, 
That G, Whitehead's Exception lay againſt the word 
Haman, which he explains by Earthly, to ſhew be took 
It in that ſgnification wherein it is derived, a8W/umo, 
from the Ground or Earth; in which ſence it is Ot a fir 
or proper Term to exprels the Blood of God,or the Soul 
of Chriſt, nay, nor his outward Man by : For his out- 
ward Body, &which was nailed to the Crofs, was not of 
a Meer Earthly Extrattion ;, there was more of Divinity 
even in that Body than in the Bodies of other men,which 
rendred it roo Heavenly to be c:lled Humane or Earthly, 
But though G. Whrteh:ad rej:Cted the word Humane or 
Earthly, with reſpeQ to Chriſt's Manhood and Holy Na- 
ture, and to the Blood of God, wherewith ke purchaſed 
his Church, and could not admit that his Soul was put + 
fo death (though it, with the Body, was made an Of- 
fering for $in, and fo it is, in a figurative manner of 

p ſpeak- 


- Travel and Sufferings of Chriſt's Soul under the Bur. _ 
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ſpeaking, ſaid, that be poured it out to death) yet he 
never Cenicd the Manhood of Chriſt, nor the ſufferings 
thereof, both inwardly and outwardly, nor the virtue, 
metit and efficacy of thoſe ſufferings ; Nor is there any . 
thing in thoſe words of his which G. Kejt hath quoted, 
that imports he did. But in the progreſs of his An- 
ſwer to F. Omen in the next page, mentioning both the 


den of Man's Tranſgreſſion, and the ſuffering of his 
Body, under the violence of the wicked hands, to death, 
and the ſhedding of his Blood, &c. he adds, We delire 
all may have as good an eſteem of Chriſt, in his ſuffer- 
ings, as may be. Therefore G. Keith doth very unjuſtly, 
and like himfelf, in inſinuating as if G. Whitehead had 
denied the Manhood of Chrilt. 

He takes ſome pains to excuſe bimſelf, for having for- 
merly (as he pretended to excuſe others) cited thoſe 
words of Hilarius, Quid per Naturam Humani corporis 
conceptu ex Spiritu Sartto Caro judicatur, i.e. Why wthe 
Fleſh conceived by the Holy Ghoſt, judged by the Naure of ' 
an Human Body. Bur, ſays he, neither Hilaris nor 1 
judged that the Body, though conceived of the Holy 
Ghoſt, was any part of the ſubſtanceof rhe Holy Ghoſt. 
No more, fayl, do we: Yet being conceived by the 
Holy Ghoſt, through the overſhadowing of the Power 
of the Moſt High, that Body was more Pare and Hea« +” 
venly, than the Bodies of other Men, and above thes 
Epithet Humane or Earthly. The Book he mentions, © 
in which, he ſays, he cited thoſe words of Hilariue, 
which he c:Ils, The True Chriſt owned, I do not remem» 
ber I have ever ſeen. Butin another Book of bis, called 
The Reftor Correfted, Printed the next year after 'that, 
viz. in 1680, he gives the ſame ſentence out of Hilarj- 
, and tells us, p. 29. Hilarics Aaith, concerning the 
Body of Chriſt, that was born of the Virgin, *© Zeſws 
fCorift was not. formed by the Nature of Humane Conception, 

N 4 * and : 
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© and that the Original of his Body, is not of an Humane 
* Conception. And as there he ſpake for Hilarine, ſo in 
© P- 27. ſpeaking for himſelf, he ſays, even the outward 
* and viſible Fleſh, which he took of the Virgin, ſeeing 
© it Was not produced or formed by Humane Generation, but 


* the Holy Ghoſt, and did far exce! the Fleſh of all 
* other Men that ever were ſince; inaſmuch alſo, 
© that after death, it was not ſubject to Corruption ; 
© the name Humane [| Mark ] is but roo- mean a Title, 
* whereby to expreſs it; far leſs ſhould it be {© called 
 @ © now, when it js glorified, and it is altogether Heavenly 
* *© and Spiritual. Nor cath the Scripture any where 
* give unto his Body ſuch a'name as Humane,ſaid he then, 
And- who would then have thought, that he would 
have come to plead for the word Humane, with reſpect 
to Chriſt's both Fleſh and Soul, and condemn us for 
Hereticks for not uiing it ? 
But concerning the Excellency of Chriſt's Body, hear 
» what he ſaid, in the year 1678, in his Book called The 
E way to the City of Ged, which now, poor man, he is 
© enitc beſice, Pp. 131, *Even according to that Birth he 
= * | Chriſt J was the Son of God, no leſs than the Son 
© of Man, as having God for bi Father, as he had the 
© Virgin ary for his Mother. Now the Child, (ſays 
=. © he) we know, doth partake an Image or Nature from 
© both Parents; And thus did Chriſt, who did partake 
-=© of -the Nature and Image of Man, from the Seed of 
* Xavy, but did partakeof a Nature and Image much 
© more excelent, than that of Man, in its greateſt Glo- 
©ry, from God znd his Seed, whodid really ſow a moſt 
© divige and ;eavenly Seed in the Virgins Womb, which 
- * as it ſupplicd the Males Seed, ſo it had mach more in 
F--< it, and hrought- forth a Birth, which as it had the 
;- © true and whole Nature of Man, fo, I ſay, it had « 
+ Perfection above it, and that not only in accidental 
35 © qualities 


A 


© by a Divine Conception, through the Overſhadowing of 
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© qualities ( as men will readily confefs) but even in 
* ſubſtance and Eſſence. And yet we mult be now ana» 
thematized, and that by him, for denying that Body to 
be Humane or Earthly. 
He ſays, p. 53. G. Whitchead's Objection againſt the 
word Humane, a ſignifying Earthly, hath the ſame force 
againſt calling Chriſt Adam , coming from the Hcbrew | 
word Adamah, that ſignifieth Earth, From hence, firſt 
| muſt defire the Reader to obſerve, that G. Keith ſaw 
well enough where the ground of G. Whitehead's Ob- 
jeftion lays viz. ( as I have expreſſed it before) upon 
the word Humane, as ſignifying Earthly. This ſhews 
that he is a meer Caviller,and ſeeks occalions to quarret, 
and defame without cauſe. Next I muſt tell him, That 
Chriſt is not called Adam in a ftrift and proper ſenſe, but 
in a figurative,” with alluſion tothe Firſt Man, who was 
of the Earth, Earthy, ( as being made- of the duſt of 
the ground ) and therefore was in a proper ſenſe called 


' Adam, But whereas he ſays, the Scripture caketh the 


Man Chriſt the Second Adam; and that the Man Chriſt 
had not only that which was heavenly, but had even 
our earthly part, but without ſin; I muſt put bim in 
mind, that in his Appendix to his Immediate Revela- 
tion ( for I ſhall be ever now and then trumping up 
ſome or other of his Old Doftrines in his way, till he 
will be ſo honeſt and plain, as openly to retrat them) 
he ſaid, Þ. 226. © This ſame Jeſus, or Heavenly Man, or 
* Second Adam, was before that Body of Fleſh which he 
© took upon him, yea from the very beginning, Look there 
now ; He was, it ſeems, the Secoud Adam before he 
took on him that Body cf Fleſh, yea, even from the 
beginning : But had he our Eartil.ly part? or anything 
that might be called Earthly, or Humane, from the bee 
ginning ? 

Another of his Cavils again 6G» Whitehead is about 
Repentance; that T, Dayſor having aflitmed that there 
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is a continual need of Faith and Repentance in this Life ; 


G. Whitehead anfwereth, That there is 2 continual need of 
Repentance, this I deny : for true Repentance, where i: u 
wrought, and the fruits of it brought forth, this u unto Sal. 
gation never to be repented of, and is attended with a real 
forſaking of ſin and tranſyreſſion. Theſe words of G, 
Whiteheed's he ſays are in the ſame Anſ.:cr to T, Dan- 
for's Synopſis. Bur be names no page; and there are 
about 100 pag-s, in that part of the 400k. It was un- 
fairly done of him (if ;t 2s by deſign, and not through 
overſight that che Pare was omitted,) to give me the 
trouble, and walte of time, to turn over the Book to 
ſeek the place, whici at 1:n2t} 1 have found in page 
$3, 34. and find the words cited are an Anſwer to an 
Argument 7. Darſon brought to prove the receſſuy of 
4 Continuance in Sin, or the smp;ſſibi/ity of being freed 
from Sm in this Life. And that G. Keith wrangles npon 
the Grammatical ſenſe of the word Repentance, which he 
gives diverfſly, Whereas the place he quotes ſhews 
G, Whitehcads meaning was only, That there is no con- 
tinual need of Repentence, from a neceſlity of continual 
finntng. For he ſays, wheretrue Repentance is wrought, 
and the fruits of it brought forth, it is attended with 
areal forfaking of Sin and Tranſgreſſion, and this is un+ 
to Salvation never to be repented of. 

In p. 54. Referring to his having ſaid in the Nar- 
rative, That G. Whitckead hath allegorized away. the 
Birth, Death, ReſurreCftion and Coming again of Chriſt 
withont us, to Judgment ; he offers ſome inſtances out 
of G. Whitehead's Books, which he calls Plain Proofs ,, 
and ſo they are indeed, but not at all of thoſe things for 
which he brings them, but of hisown both Envy and 
Folly. 

Firſt, He ſays, G. Whitehead allegorizes away bis 
Birth, ſpoken of by 1/ziab 9.6. Unto w a Child is born, 
# Son is given, This, he ſays, he expoundeth of Two 

ra 
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born within 3 He-Goats Horn, p. $1, To this Inced but 
give him his own Anſwer, which he. formerly gave to 
the ReAor of Arrow in his Book called The Reftor Cor- | 
reftcd, p.'30. viz. But why may it not ſpeak of both ' to 
wit, his being born outwardly, and his being born with- 
in) the one withont prejudice of the other. ? Doſt thou not- 
know that Maxim, Sub rdinatanon ? ugnant ? Subordmates 
are not contrary, And alchough G. Whitehead in the place 
cited, from Rom, $. 29. ſaid, Chriſt was the Firſt-borr in 
many Brethren, t, TAME PEIT.CTT 5 And rhereupon ask- 
ed, Was not Iſatan one of theſe Brethren? who had been as 
with Child, Iſa. 26. 17. ( which place G. Keith may fee 
how he rendred in bis Immediate Revelation, Appen- 
dix p. 249.) Yet G. Whitehead did not deny Chriſt's out» 5 
ward Birthz but mentions his coming in the Fleſh, and. 4 
tells his Opponent he had belyed R. 7, and him, in ' 
charging them with counting Chriſt*s Coming in the. * 
Fleſh to be but a Figure : for, ſays he, [t was never ſo af" * 
firmed by wa. | | 4% 
His Second Inſtance is, That G. Whitehead allegorizes 
away Chriſt's ReſarreQion, expreſly - denying that 
Chriſt was badily ſeen of Paul, and perverting that 
place in 1 Cor. 15.8, to Chriſt within. Fot -of _ | 
this hecites only page 51. but names no Book; which 
made me ſuppoſe ( and | think reaſonably ) he refer- * 
red to the Book he had quored laſt before, which was 
the He-Goats Horn, But in that Book and Page, there 7 
isnothing of the matter, not ſo much as thename Paal, 
nor any Text out of his Epiſtle to the Corinthians, 
Neither know I where to ſeek the place. *All therefore - 
that I think fit to ſay t5 this Cavil at this time is, That # 
if G. Waiteh:ad had d-nied thar Chriſt was bodily ſeen © 
of Paul, that h2d not allegorized away ChriſPs Ree |; 
farretion. [wiſh G. Keith don't allegorize away hiz®' 
Own w1ts, 


Thirdly, 
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Thirdly, He ſays, G. Whitehead allegorizeth away his 
Coming without us to Judginent, in theſe Scriptures, 
Hat. 16. 27, 28. 1 The. 4-15, 16, 17, 18. for which he 
cites Light and Life, p. 40, 41- But beſides that theſe 
yery places are already inſtznced; and diſcuſſed in the 
Narrative. G. Keith 1n urging that Text, Adar. 16.28, 
for Chriſt's Coming without us to Judgment, doth as 
flatly contradi himſelf, as ever man did. For in his 
Way Caſt up ( which he is now Caſting down) p. 143, 
144. he ſaid, © Chriſt himſelf hath taught us, that his 
© Spiritual Commg jn his Saints, Is as th? Son of Man; 
+ and quotes this very Text for it) Mat. 16. 28, Ve- 
rily, 1 ſay unto you, there are ſome ſtarding here, that 

© (ball nor taſte of death, till they ſee the Son of” Man come 
6 aug in his Kingdom. Now mark, * This (ſays he) can- 
'© r-0t be meant of his laſt Coming at the Day of Judgment, 
© elſe it would infer that ſome that heard bim ſpeak 


+ ++ theſe words, have not as yet taſted of death, nor ſhall 


'>.* uato the laſt day, which is abſurd ! Therefore rhis 
© Coming of the Son of Man muſt be his Inward and Spi- 
ritual Coming into . his Saints, Can one think it any 
thing but juaicial Blindneſs from God upon this Man, 
that-wpakes him thus break, his onn Head | 
Fart, He ſays, Both he and R. H. allegorize away 
Burial, for which he cites, Light and Life, Þp. 52. 
nd He-Goa!'s Horn, p, 62. perverting that Scripture, Ia, 
3. He made bis Grave wich the wicked: He adzxlterates 
(ſays G. Keith ) the True Tranſlation, and turns it, in the 
wicked, &c. In p 52. of Light and Life, there is no 
meation -of Chriſt's Burial ; but only he is ſaid tobe a 
Lambſlain from the Foundation of the World, and made 
bi Grave with the Micked,and with the Rich in bis Death : $9 
 herethe Text is rendred with the Wicked noijin the wick- 
ed. The other place, in He-Goats Horn, p.62.is R. 
* Hubberthory s, diſtint from G. Whitehead, and it neither 
mentiens //a. 53. nor treats of the General RefurreQi- 
on, 
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on, or the Reſurreftion of the Body ; but only anſwers 
ſome Cavilling Queries, put by F. Horn, about the two 
Seeds, and therefore is perverſly applyed by G. Keith 
to the ReſurreQion of the Body. ; 

Laſtly, He ſays, G. Whitehead allegorizcth away the 
Reſurrection of the Saints Bodies by bis perverſion of 
Phil. 3.21. to a Change of the Body that the Apoſtles 
and Saints witnelled before death. But he quotes no 
place, neither Page nor Book, for this. Bur he tells 
us that G, Whitekead in his Rea! Quaker a Real Proteſtant, 
P- 105. wnderſtands that very Place of a Change of the vile, 
or low and kumble Body, like unto the gloriouw Body 'of 
Chriſt, as a thing 10 come, And by this Lunderſtand that 
G, Keith hath ſofficiently diſproved the proofieſs Proof he 
brought before againſt G. Whitthead, by bringing this 
f him; fo that 1 need ſay no more toit. That which 
I would -obſerve to the Reader is, that G. Keith of all _ 
men 15 moſt unjuſt in charging G. Hhicrhead with allegos: © 
rizing, who has indulged himſe'f © far in that ay of 
Writing, that ſcarce Origen himſelf has abounded more 
in Allegories. 

From 4legories he proceeds to give ſome of G.hites 
bead's Contr adittions, as he would have them to be taken; 
of which he gives two or thrce Inſtances, how idle and 
Improper, will eaſily be ſeen. The Firſt he afligns ts, 


and yet the ſame G. WIh:rch:ad in Malice of the Inaee 
penaent Agent, P. 17. owns that Chrit's Body ow in 
Heaven is the ſame in ſubſtarce he had on Earth: Sq by 
his oun words { ſays G. Keith) he hath aeclared himſelf 
to be a Blind and Ignorant Man, ard yet Infatible, others * 
wiſe by his own word No True Miniſter. But hold alittle: 
Did G. Whi:cthead ever cail or own Chriſt's Body now 
ia Heaven, or while it was on Earth, to- be Terreſtrial, 
or 
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or of the Earth ? If he did not, G. Keith js clearly out 
with his idle pretence of Contradiction, Hath he for- 
getten what he told Corron Mather in his Serious Ap... 
peal, p. 23. That Contradiftions lie not betwixt tro Pare 
ticulars, nor two Univerſals;, ont one Particular, and a1.0. 
ther Univerſal : And that a Contradiftion is not betwixt 
two Poſitives ; but the One Poſutive, the Other Negative, 
And that is not enough neither ; for in his Truth's De- 
fence, p+ 191. he puts his Opponent: F. A. in mind 

.* of. a Rule in his School! Logickh, That Propoſitions are not 
contradiftory, although the one ve Affirmative, and the other 
Negative, wnleſs they be in ordine ad idem, in order to the 
ſame, and in regard of the ſame Circumſtances of Time, 

Place, Condition, &c. Wow let him make out his Con- 
tradiftions, if he can, according to theſe Maxims, who 
hath already blamed 6G. Whirzchead ( and that but juſt 
now) for denying Chriſt's Body to be Terreftrial, or } 

Earthly, and therefore refuſing to call it umere. 
Another Contradiftion he pretends to find in G. 

Whitehead is, that in a late Printed half Shect, cailed, 

The Chriſtian Faith, be owns Chriſt to be both God and Man, 

&c. and yer, ſays he, it is proved in the above Narratrve, 

that be neither owneth him to be God or Man. Here G. 

Keith brings his own Narrative to prove that wha that 

Narrative ſays is true; Is not that prerty? Whereas 

what he has charged G. Whitehead with in that Narra- 

ive, is denyed, and rcjetted as falie; znd the Proots he 
has pretended to bring cut of G. H{b;ztthead's Books, 
upon 2 due Examination, prove to be but G. Keith's 

Perverſions and Miiconſtruttiors of G. YVhitehead"s 

Words, as from the former Part of this Diſcourſe, 

{ will I believe 2ppear. The like M<thod he takes in 

- the following Inftance of Contradiction, referring to 

* bis Narra:ive. for Proof. And in his Fourth and Laſt 

Inſtance, p. 55. ( which is of G. Y/buekead's figning 

among others ) a Treatiſe againſt Oaths, TU 

4x ; 
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ſaid, We look upon it to be no leſs than a preſumpays 
ous tempting of God, to ſummon him as a Witneſs, 
not only to our Terrene, but Trivial bufineſsz &c. 
and his now admitting it lawful to declare the Truth 
in the preſence of God, &'s, He ſeems to put no diffe- 
rence between ſummoning God as & F YVineſs, and ſpeak- 
ing the Truth in the SIS of God, who is VVitneſs of 
the Truth ſpcken; and yet he might have ſeen, in the 
place he cites, what was meant by ſummoning God as 4 
VVitneſs, viz. That it is vain and inſolent to think that 
a Man, when he pleaſeth, can make the great God of 
Heaven a Witneſs, or a Judge, in any Matter, to 
pear by ſome ſignal Approbation or Judgment, to heip 
or forſake him, as the Truth or Falſeneſs of his Oath re- 
quires, when he ſaith, So help me God. If G. Keith 
will not ſee a difference betwixt ſpeaking with Impreca- 
tion, and without, others do ; and that that difference 
deſtroys his pretended Contradiction. 

In p. 55. He has an envious Fling at G. Fox, from 
whom he ſuggeſts G. Whitchead { and many others ) 
did receive «zcbriſtian Doirine, and he mentions « Pa» 
per of G. Fox's, diieted ro all Prople in Chriſtendoms, 
&c. Which, he ſays, hath very w:/ourd and unchriftien 
Dcttrine concerning Chriſt's Fleſp. This Paper I havenot 
ſeen, nor heard of before, that I remember. How 
faithfully ke recites out of it, I know rot, But this 
I obſerve from what he Cites, that whereas he ſays, by * 
Chriſts Fleſh G, Fox meaneth 0 bis untward Fleſh, the 
very firit Words, he ciics, are, Chr1ff, according t8 
the Fleſh cracijied : Was not that his ourward Fleſh that 
was Crucified ? *T's true, G. Fex ſays there (as 6. 
Keith cites him ) [t was never corrupted, But that doth 


, not prove he did not mean the outward Fleſh: For I 


hope G.®Kejtb will not lay 3 That, that ever corrupted. 
But ſurely, G, Kath might have forborn falling thus 


fuully- on G, Fox, for unſound and unchrifian Do+ 1 


ctrine, 
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Arine, now that he is gone to Reſt, conſidering how 
highly be writ of him, while he was living. For in his 
RefFor correfted, p. 211. he ſaid, not only that the Lord 
bad made G. Fox a worthy Inſtrument unto us, and amon 
Ks, ( and be hoped, yet ſhould, unto many more ) but, that 
he was ſafe in the hand of him that holdeth the ſeven Stars, 
and the ſeven golden Candleſtichs in bis right Hand; And 
( faid he to the ReQor) Al! thy malicious Reviling(and 
ſlanderons Defamation of him, cannot diminiſh any thing 
From that true Honoxr, wherewith the Lerd hath honoured 
him, and other faithful Labourcrs with bim, whom the 
Lord bath raiſed up in this Day of the Appearance of his 
great and mighty Power. Can G. Keith read this with- 
out Bluſhing, to ſee how he is repeating the Reftor's 
malicious Reviling, and flanderous Defamation of G. Fox, 
and other faithful Labourers with him, that he might 
try if he could diminiſh that true Honour wherewith 
the Lord hath honoured G. Fox, which he told the Re- 
Qor he could not? I gather from G. Keith's Words, 
that this Paper of G. Fox's, whictr he charges with ve- 
ry unſound and unchriftian Dottrine, is of older Date 
. Than his Book in Anſwer to the Reftor. Is he not aſha- 


med, fo openly to contradict himſelf, as to charge a 


Min, that he was guilty of very «ſound and w:coſtan 
- Do#rzxe, at the ſame time that he had proclaimed him 
*+ ſuch a worthy Inſtrument of the Lords making, and had 


OS? 
" affirmed he was then ſafe in the Hand of him, that hold- 


eth the ſeven Stars, and the (eyen golden Candleſticxs ,þ, 


in his right Hand ? 

In p. 56. Having done with GC. Whitebead, he falls 
upon W. Penn again, firſt, For ſome Paſſages which he 
calls unſound and ſcandalous.” and then for ſome Con- 
tradictions, -as he would make them, 

The Firſt Paſſage he brings againſt him is out of his 
Rejoynder to ]. Faldo, p. i79, 180. about the Excom- 
munication of Robert Norwood by Sidrach Sympſon, an 
eminent. 
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eminent Preacher among the Independents. Where 
W. Penn ( not to defend Norwood, but to ſhew Falds 
that he bad dealt by the Quakers, ſomewhat like ag 
Sympſon had done by Nerwoed ) ſets down 1Vorwood's 
Opinion, and Sympſons Charge againſt him upon ir. . 
Norwood it ſeems denied the Locality of Heaven and 
Hell; and believed the Soul to have been breathed from 
God, and therefore aſligned to it, ſomething more of 
Divinity than the uſual opinion doth, Sympſon ſtretch- 
ed this, to be a denial of ary Heaven and Hell at all 1 
anda rendring the Soul, Ged it ſelf, W. Penn ſhewing 
how ſeverely Norwood was dealt with only for Opini- 
on, added ( in a Parentheſis ) and that not very offen« 
ſive. This Expreflion G. Keirch catches hold of, and 
deals by W. Penn, as Sympſon did by Norwood, that is, 
he ſtretches it to the worſt Conſtruftion he could make, 
and far beyond what it could bear. For, whereas by 
the Word Locality of Heaven and Hell, it is probable 
no more was intended than that Heaven and Hell were 
not certain particular Places, or parts of the Workd 
ſet out, bounded and limited to any certain and de- * 
terminate Dimenſions ( as the' Heathen Poets deſcri- 


- bed their Elyſium to be) G; Keith would repreſent W. 
- Penn,, as thinking it not very offenſive to deny, that 


Chrifts Body that was raiſed from the Dead, is in any 


_ Heaven, that is, an outward place, or without us. 


And then ffretches but his Throat, with 2a loud Appeal te 


. all ſincere Chriſtians, 'that this is really ſo offenſe, that 


the denying of that ane Truth ( of ſuch a Locality I ſup 
poſe he does not mean, but of Chriſt's Body. not being 
in any Heaven without tis ) 5s 4 plain denial of one of the 
greateſt Fundamental Doftrines of the Chriſtian Paith, and 
fo makes void the whole, to any that holds ſuch a damnable 
Opinion ;, which I am perſwaded Rob. Norwood did: not 
hold, and I am confident W. Pern never dreamt cf. For 


| though he ſaid of Norwood's Opinion, it is #2t very ofs 


fenſive, as be underſtood it, andcompared with , what 
Jt | Oo Sympe 
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Sympſon repreſented it; Yet his calling it not very of- 

enſive, ſhews he held it to be offenſive, and was offend- 
ed at it, His Cavil upon the other part of Nerwood's 
Opinion, by which he would refle& upon W. Pens is, 
that the Sou! of Man is a created Being, and hath nothing 
of Divinity eſſential to it, p. 57. Norwood's Opinion, as 
W. Penz mentioned it, has no ſuch Word as eſſential in 
it : He only ſaid, he believed the Soul ro have been breath- 
ed from God, thereby aligning to it- ſomething more of 
Divinity than the uſual Opinion doth. And G, Keith 
here acknowledges, That the Divine Power that made 
the Soul of Man, 1s in it, and operatcth in it more mani- 
feſtly, than in the inferiour Creatures, Therefore he 
might have ſpared all this Cavil. 

But he has not yet done with Norwood, becauſe he is 
not yet w:lling to have done with VV. Penn, Norwood, 
in his Anſwer to Sympſon's Excommunication, ( who had 
charged him with withdrawing himſelf from the Peo- 
Ple of Gcd ) ſaid, Are none the People of God, but your 
« ſelves? This VF. Penn ſaid was Argumentum ad homi- 
nem to F. Fa'do, who had repreſented the Quakers as 
worſe than the Heathens and Mahometans. G. Keith 
catches at this too, and reckons (though without his 
Hoſt ) this is as good an Argument for him againſt //. 
Penn, and the Yearly Mceting that denied him, b=caulc 
they call themſelyes the Church of Chrgſt ;, as if, ſays he, 
they were the only Church of Chriſt, He once thought 
them ſo, no doubt; and if he does not think them to 
now,. he muſt think ſome other Body of People to be 
it: For as Chriſt hasa Church, ſo he has bt oze Church 
in the World. 'I ſpeak not of particular Gatherings with 
reſpect to Place, but of all that are of one and the ſame 

- Fellowſhip in all Places, throughout the whole World. 
Neither ſpeak I with reſpe&t to particular Perſons, but 
with reſpe& to a gathered People,(which is both the com: 
mon, and the true Notion of a Churci. ) That we, 

the People called Quakers, are the Church of Chriſt, is 


Ko 
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no Preſumption in us to affirm, nor ought to be of+ 
fenfive to others to hear, ſince we therein claim no 
more to our ſelves, than.every other Body of profeſſed 
Chriſtians challenge to themſelves ; namely, that they 
and they only (as a gathered People) are the true 
Church of Chriſt. But for this, Prote/tarti/m had ne- 
ver been, neither Name nor Thing. Had the Prote- 
ſtants believed the Church of Rome to be thetrue Church 
of Chriſt, they weuld not have withdrawn from her 
Communion; as neither would the ſeveral forts of Pro- 
teſtants have ſuccellively ſeparated from one another, 
had they believed thoſe they ſeparated from, to be the 
trae Church of Chriſt, For who ( but G. Keith ) 
would be ſo Mad, to disjoyn himſelf from that People, 
which he believed t5 be the true Church of Chriſt ? 
Yer I do not think, that of the ſeveral forts of Pro- 
feſlors of Chriſtianity, who have left thoſe Religiors 
Societies or Fellowſhips they were once of, 2ny were fo 
devoid of Charity, as to think there were no good 
Perſons, none that feared God, none that ſought and 
breath:d after him, and ſincerely defired the Know- 
l:dge of his Will, that they might do it, among thoſe 
People whom they parted from. But that honeſty, and 
rhoile good deſires, in ſuch particular Perſons, though it 
had and hath acceptznce with the Lord, and was, and 
is anſwered by him with ſweet and comfortable Diſco- 
yeries of himſelf unto them ;' yet it makes not thoſe 
Gatherings, or Bodies of People, amongſt which fuch 
par ticular Perſons are, to be the Church of Chriſt. So 
we ( whom the World calls Quakers ) whom the Lord 
God hath raiſed up in this Age, and gathered by the 
inviſible Arm of his Divine Power, to be a peculiar Peo- 
ple to himſelf, though we dare not bvt own, and de- 
clare our ſelves to be the Church of Chriſt; yer we have 
always acknowledged, and do, that as of old, in eve- 
ry Nation, He that feared God, and wrought Righteouſ- 
neſs, was accepted with bim, ACts 10. 35. So now, in e- 
| * 
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very Profeſſion of the Chriſtian Religion, he or ſhe 
that fears Gcd and worketh Righteouſneſs, that bun- 
gers and thirſts after the Lord, with defire to know 
more of his Will, that they may do it, and who walk 
faithfully with bim, according to what they already 
know of him; ſuch are accepted with him, according 
to the Sincerity he finds in them, though clouded in 
their Underftaudings, through Education or* Traditi- 
on. Such as theſe we do not deny to belong to Chriſt, 
and to bz dear unto him, and taken care of by him: 
Yet that makes not any of thoſe intire Bodies of People, 
” amonglt any of whom theſe are, to be the true Church 

- of Chriſt. G, Keith mentions alſo theſe Words, as 
ont of a Paper of Solomon Eccles, The Quakers are in 
Truth, and none but they. 1 have not ſeen that Paper, 
that I remember, nor know how fairly he hath cited 
the Words ; but before G. Keith out of a pettiſh Spleen, 
forſook the Quakers, he (1 ſuppoſe) would bave ſaid 
the ſame, Fhe Quakers,, ſo called, are in the Truth, 
no Body of People that we know of are ſo inward!y gather- 
ed tothe Truth, as the People called Qnakers are. He 
alſo flings at us a ſaying of E. Burrongb*s to the People 
called Quakers, thus, The Tabernacle of God is with yo, 
ard bis divelling Place is among you, and only aming 01 35 
God kndwn, p.64+- of his Works. E. Burrough's Words 
are, * You who arecalled Quakers, who are 10, not only 
*1n Word, nor in ſhew, butin Life and in Power, whom 
© God hath called and choſen to Place his Name in,and to 
© take up his Habitation among, above all the Families of 
* the Earth ; the Tabernacle of God is with you, &c. 
This alſo is very trne, if it be truly underſtood : For 
though the Lord is good and gracious to al, and doth an 
iwer the Breathings and good Deſires of the honeſt heart- 
ed, and doth viſit them in loving Kindneſs, and-extend 
of his Merciesand Goodneſs unto them, in every Profef- 

| _ and amongſt every gathered People; yet his Ta- 
. bernacle and Dwelling Place is with and among /: mee 


A _ 
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; z * Suffering State in his Fleſhly Appearance, and returned 


'* or Body, the Vail, while in the World: ) So muſt all 
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liar Peeple, and he is not ſo known among any dther Peo- 

ple, as an imbodied People, in that full, inward, 'ſpiritu- 
al, living, ſenſible, experimental Manner and Degree, as 
he is known among us his Poor deſpiſed People called 
Quakers, whom G. Keith has taken all this Pains to 
wreak his Revenge and Malice upon, and to ſtir up and 
engage all other People againſt, if he could. But the Lord, 
who ſees the Wickedneſs of his Heart, knows how Loth - - 
to reward him, and to preſerve us, in whom alone we ; 
truſt, - k 
Out of the fame Book of W. Pemn, G. Keith picks anos - 
ther Paſſage, which he ſays, is ci:#er perfeft Nonſenſe,” or- 
Antichriftian Doftrine ; and becaule he cannot tell which, ” 
he concludes, or rather indeed beili, It is a queſtion whe- 
ther perfe# Nonſenſe may be properly galled Deltrineet» *} 
ther Chriſtian, or Antichriſtian. But upon due Conſide» _* 
ration, I think, he will find neither Nonſenſe, nor An» 
tichriſtian Doarine init. [tis in p. 310. of W. Penn's 
Rejoynder, to F. Faldo, and it is given as a Reaſon ( a» 
mong many others) why the Body of Chriſt, which was 
nailed tothe Croſs, ſimply confedered by it ſelf, and ab» 
ſtraly from that Divine Life and Power which dwelt 
in it, ſhould not be called the Chri#?, viz. © B:cauſe, 
© that Fleſh of Chrift is called a Fail, but he himſelf js 
© within the Vail, which is the Holy of Holies, whereinto 
© Chriſt Jeſus our High Prieſt hath entred, Heb. 10. 20, 
© 21. And as he deſcended into, and paſſed through a 


© into that State of Immortality and Eternal Life and Glo- 
© ry, from whence he humbled himſelf, which was ard 
©is the Holy of Holies ( then obſcured or bid by his Fleſh 


© know a Death to their Fleſhly Ways and Religions, yea 
©their Knowledge of Chriſt himſelf afcer the Fleſh, or 
© they ftick in the Vail, and never enter into the Holy of > 
© Holies, nor come to know him in any ſprritual Relatio 
© 0, as their High and Holy Prie;} that abides therein. 5 

= "Firſts 
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Firſt, Where's the Nonſenſe here, the perſet® Nonſenſe, 


this great Fudge of Senſe complains of? Why, if he can- 
not find ir, he'l make it, rather than not Cavil. For ſays 
he, His ſaying Chriſt hath entred into the Holy of Holes 
within the Vail, and that Vail is his Fleſh, and that Holy of 
Holies is hiraſelf. What Nonſenſe 1s this ? ſays he, Vas 
not Chriſt always in himſelf ? But where did W. Penn ſay; 
That Holy of Holies is Chriſt himſelf ? Find me thoſe 
Werds in the whole Paragraph. Nay does he not plain- 
ly ſay e:b:rwiſe. Does he not exprelly call that Srare of 
Immortality, and Eternal Life and Glory, from whence 
Chriſt humbled himſelf, and into which he rc turned, the 
Holy of Holies ? Read the Words again. And as he de- 
ſcended into, and paſt through a Suffering State in his 
fleſhly Appearayce, and returned into that State oj Ime 
mortality, and Eternal Lite and Glory, from whe'ce he 
humbled bimſelf, nhich was and is the Holy of Holies : 
So, &c. Pray, what is the Antecedent here to the Rilarive 
Fhich, but the Word State, going before ? G. Keith is 
£00 well verſed in Grammar, not to know and ſee this ; 
F would he were but half ſo wel verſed in Honeſty: For 
thisis a plain diſhoneſt Ferverſion, for which he deſerves, 
at leaſt, the Cornterpr and Cen/ure of every henelt Rea- 
der, who by this Inſtance may ſee the ways G.Kerth takes 
to make his Opponent ſpeak Nonſenſe or Antichriſtian 
Doctrine. 

He goes on with the /ike Horeſ?y in his ſecond Vote upon 
theſe Words of /Y. Penn thus, His entring in within the 
Vail of his Fl:ſv, is erber perfef Nonſenſe, or it bath this 
Senſe, That he bato pui off his Body be had on Earth, and is 
ſeparatcd from it, T hisisa plain Perverſion alſo: For his 
eztring i within the Vail is clearly explained, by thoſe 
Words of Lis returnirg into that State of Immortality, and 
Eterral Life ard Glery (called the Holy of Holies) which 
be was in before be bur- bl: d himſelf to take on him that Fleſh, 
which was called a Vail, becauſe it vailed or hid from 
- MentheGlory of his Godhead thr dwelt'in it, Both 
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Vail and Holy of Holies, are Metaphorical Expreſſions, 
borrowed from the Legal 7 abernacle: And as there, in 
the Type, they were uſed to ſet forth a difference of Pla» 
ces, with reſpeCt to Degrees of Holineſs: So here, in the 
Antitype, they are uſed to ſet forth a dift:rence of States, 
with reſpect to Degrees of Glory, The Srate of Chriſt's 
Humiliation ; when he appeared in the form of a Servant, 
in that Body.of Fleſh which was called The Yzil, was ve= , 
ry glorious: But the State of his Exalta'ion into that Im- 
mortality, Eternal Life and Glory, Which he had with 
his Father before the World begen, which is called, 
The Holy of Holies, is a far more glorious State. Yet 
doth not hisentring into this State imply, that he has 
put off his Body he had on Earth, and is ſeparated from 
it: For that Body, being glorified, is in Heavenly Glo- 
ry with him. But it is probable he raiſed this Cavil, as 
todefame VF. Penn, ſo alſo to introduce a Story, which 
hereupon he tells, of one R. Young in Perſilvania, who 
he ſays affirmed this. But that hedid £, G. Keith gives 
no Proof, but his own Word, which is juſtly, inthings 
of this kind, of no Credit with me, who have 1o often 
found and proved him falſe. | 
- He makes a Third note upon thoſe words of W. Penn 
before cited, and that with as little Honeſty as before. 
For from W. Pers ſaying; All muſt know a Death to 
their Knowledge of Chrift after the Fleſh, G, Keith ſays, 
It is plain from his words, that he bath this unſound ſenſe 
of it, that they muſt know a Death to the Knowledge of 
Chriſt after the Fleſh, as the Fleſh ſignifieth the Fleſh of - 
Chrift, as he came in the Fleſh, But as this Comment 1s 
not very perfet# ſenſe (and yet 1 will not call it perfet® 
Nonſenſe ) ſo it is plain that he peryerts }. Penn's words 
to a wrong ſenſe, and therein Abuſes him, For W. Penn's 2? 
words are. All muſt know a Death to thejr Flefbly ways - 
and Religions (which word, [ Fleſhly ways and Religions ] 
G. Keith left out, ſee his Abominable Falſhood and # 
Treachery) Tea, #heir know! cove of Chriſt bimſelf af the. 
4 , # 
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Fleſh, &c. Which words, Fleſhly ways and Religions, 


ſhew what ſor: of Knowledge of Chriſt after the Fleſb, 
he megat all muſt know a Death to, viz. Their Fleſh- 
ly Knowledge (as Flefuly is oppoſed to Spiritual) or that 
Knowledge which they jn their Carnal Minds have com- 
prehended, or gathered in, and in which too many 
reſt, without preſling after the Divine and Spiritual 


Knowledg of the End of Chriſt's coming in the Fleſh, 


and the Bleſſed effe#; thereof, and manifold Benefits that 
accrue thereby, to them that receive him in his Spir3- 
#ual Appearance. But how malicious a mind muſt he 
have, who from thoſe words would infer, that W. 
Penn would have all to Die to the Knowledge of Chriſt 
after the Flefh, ſo as not to know that he ever came 
in the Fleſh.” 

In p. 58. G. Keith cites a Paſſage out of a Book of 
W. Penn's, called Truth Exalted, and with all rents 
a Quotation he gaye before in his Narrative, p. 21- 
out of 2 Book called The Chriſtian Quaker, (which the 
Reader may find anſwered before) Erom both which ht 
Infers, that he and G. Whitchead,end many other Teachers 
among the Quakers, have no other Notion of Chriſt, but 
an Inwerd Principle. This is ſuch a #&own Falſhood, and 
74 ent Slander, Contradicted by almoſt all our Books, 

ſo fully diſproyed in many places of this Book, 


| That it neither deſerves nor needs any other Anſwer _ 


here, than a bare Denyal. 


To his unjuſt Charge of unſound Paſſages, he adds , - 


-  twoor three ſeeming ContradiQions, which he would 
- faſten upon W. Penn, The Firſt is, That in A Treatiſe 
Of Oaths (menticned before) he is earneſt againlt all 


Oaths under the Goſpel, and yet in his Reaſon! againſt 
Railing, p. 180. he uſeth (faith G. Keith) the greateſt 
Oath that ever was uſed among the Jews, The Inſtance 
he gives is in theſe words, direfted to T. Hicks, O that 
* theſe beavy things might mot be laid to thy Charge, for 
fre 4s God liveth (there's his Catch ) grear will be-the 
uy | wrath 
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wrath that ſhall follow ;, Tea, God will viſit for urrigh- 
reows Dealings , And I reftify to thee from God's living Spt- 
rir, if thou «ji not, and come not t0 deep Repentanee, the 
Lord will make thee an example of his Fury, and thy Head 
ſhall nor go down to the Grave in Peace, &c, This 1 take 
to be a meer Cavil, and a yery weak one too. For firſt, 
Phat form of Speech [ar the Lord liveth] though it was. 
ſometiniF uſed among the Jews of Old, as an Oath, 
yet it was not alway: ſo; nor do I think &. Keith will 
take it to be intended for an Oath, in «ll theſe places 
where he Reads it in the Bible; as particularly in 1 Sam. 
25, 26. Where Abigail uſed it to David Concerning 
his Enemies. See allo Chap. 26.10. and Chap. 29.6. 
1 K;, 17. 12, and 18. 10. 2 Ki. 22. 4. 6. and Chap. 
4+ 30. Fob. 27. 2. with many other placesin the Books 
of Samuel and the Kings, where it is uſed ſometimes 
ſmgly Cas the Lord liveth,] ſometimes with this Addi- 


' tion, [and as thy Soul liveth ;] Yea, and ſometimes, 


, was intended for an Oath. Secondly, There is a dif+ 


this latter Expreſſion [as thy Soul liveth] is uſed with» 
ont the former, as in 1 Sam. 1.26. and 17. 55. 2 $4. 
11. It, 14, 19. Yet neither with it, nor without it, 


ference between thoſe two forms of Speech [As the 
Lord liveth] and [ſo ſure as God liveth] for though 
the former was formerly uſed as an Oath, yet the latter 
never was ſo uſed or taken ; but is only 4 Perſuaſeve+ 
Form of Speech, uſed to ſet forth the unqueſtionable Cer- 
tainty of the thing delivered, from the acknowledged 
Certainty that God lives. In which ſenſe, and no 0- 
ther, it is evident W. Penn there uſcd it; to expreſs 
the Aſſwrazce he had of the Truth, and Certainty of 
the Teſtimony he then gave againſt, and to Tho, Hicks, 
But none, I think (beſides G. Keith) would be fo ex- 
travagant as to think, that in theſe words W, Penis } 
intended to take hjs Oath, that the wrath of God, which 
ſhould follow thoſe unrighteous dealings of T. Hicks 3 
would be great, $0 to think were great Folly. How'# 
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mean a Cavil then is this ? And how meer a Caviller 
hath G. Keith ſhewn himſelf therein ? : 

The latter part of W. Penr*s'words before cited, G. 
Xeith ſays, imply ſome Prophecy againſt T. xyicks, which 
he ſuggeſts was not f#/filed. But he ſhould have obſer = 
ved that what was there ſpoken of 7”. Hicks was Con- 
ditional, if he deſiſted not, and came nos to Repentance, 
That he deſifted is certain; that he did notggome to 
Repentance, I ſuppoſe G. Keith will not advEnture to 
ſay, that he did come to Repentance, I bave heard, 
which that G. Xeith alſo may do, I wiſh. 

His ſecond Inſtance of Contradittion, he gives in p. 
$9. out of two Books of W. Penn's, One called Judas 
and the Fews, P. 13. the other, An Addreſs to Proteſtants, 
P. 152. in the ſecond Edition (p. 151. in the firſt 
Edition ) the Paſlage is concerning the Power of the 
Church, from thoſe words of Chriſt, at. 18. 17. Go, 
tell the Church.” This place in both thoſe Books, W. Penn 
expounded of Private Offences, or Perſonal Injuries, be- 
tween Brethren, which has no ſhew of Contradittion in it, 
Tis true that in the former, he inferr*d from thoſe 
words of Chriſt, That Chrift gave his Church Power 
both to try and rejeBt Spirits.- In the other he denies that 
thoſe words of Chriſt do Impower the Church to 
define and Impoſe upon all People, under Temporal ard Eter- 


. pal Puniſhment, Articles of Faith, &c, What Contra- 


diQion is in this ? He knows Propoſitions are not Contra- 
diffory, unleſs they be ad idem. But is it the ſame thin 

to try and reject Spirits, and to d-fine and inpols 
Articles of Faith under Tempural and Erernal Puniſh- 
ment ? His note, upon this, ſhews his Falſheod, his Ma- 
lice and his Weakyeſs. Fe ſays, Here you ſee he (W. 
Penn) makes the Church Power very low, as by Church he 
means the Church of England, or any other Church beſide 


- "the Church of the Quakers. But, ſays he, When be means 


the Church of the Quakers, from the ſame Text, he Magni- 


ky. fer ber Power a4 great as ever Bellarmine, or any other Fe- 


KLE 


ſuit, HMagnified the Church of Rome. His Malice in the 
Compariion is obvious'of it ſelf, and his Weakneſs in 
the Cavil. His Falſneſs appears by this, That W. Penn 
in neither of thoſe places named, either the Church of 
England, the Quakers Church (as he calls it) or the 
Church of any other ſort of People * But the Church of, 
Chriſt indefinitely, leaving the Application to the Rea- 


der. the moderation that Book pleads for, is 


a ſufficient Confutation of this Cavil. 

He adds a 34 Inſtance of Contradiftion, as lame as 
the former. He takes the firſt part of it out of the Ad- 
dreſs to Proteſtants, p 246. of the ſecond Edition (p. 
242, of the firit Edition) where W. Penn ſaid, them that 
are angry for God, p.ſſionate for Chriſt, that call names for 
Religion, and fling S: ones, and prrſecute for Faith, may tell 
4s they are Chriſtians, if they will, but no Body would know 
them to be ſuch by their Fruits, to be ſure they are no Chrje 


} -ftians of Chriſt: making. To this G. Keith oppoſes ſome 


expreſſions he has pickt up out of two of W. Penn's 
Books, which he thinks proceeded from Anger and Paſe 
/'on. But what if they did not, but from a Fuſ# and 
Goaly Zeal againſt Decrivers and Deceit, as it appears 
they did ? Does he think to prove Contradictions upon 
precarious Propoſitions? Such weak Attempts need no 
Reſutation, 

I am c:me at length to his Charge againſt me in par. 
ticular, which in p. 60. he brings in under this Title, 
Some of T bo. Ellwood*s wile and groſs Errors, truly colleted 
out of bis Book, faſly called, Truth Defended. How 
truly colle&ed we ſhall ſee anon. 

He premiſes that he ſhall paſs by at preſent, my many 
Forgeries, and Perverſions, and Abuſes againſt him, in 
that laſt Book of mine, and my two Former ; to the firſt, of 
which be ſays 'be has anſwered in Print, From hencel 
hope, he will give me leave to Infer, that he docs not 
pretend ro have anſwered my two laſt yet; fo that I 
may live in hopes of hearing from him once = at. 
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leaſt, if not oftner; And the rather for that he has 
Collefted, he ſays, out of my two laſt Abuſive Books (as he 
calls them) «bove 4 hundred manifeſt Perverſions, Forge- 
ries and Falſities that I have heaped up againſt bim, which 
(ſays he) 7 have in readineſs to ſhew, and which I keep by 
me for a reſerve, untill I find an Occaſion to Publiſh them, 
either by Print, or otherwiſe. He's a wary Warrior, one 
may fee by this: He won't hazard all at Battel ; 
but keeps a reſerve ro Recruit bis Forces, if he ſhould hap- 

to come by the worſt, as it is more than ten to one 
ewill. He muftered up fifty out of my Firlt Book (cal- 
led An Epiſtle) and ſent them forth againſt me, in his 

Seaſonab/e Information ; Them I beat back upon himſelf, 

in my ſecond Book called A further Diſcovery ( which is 

the firſt of thoſe two he has not replied to) ſo that he 1 

had meed re-inforce them, if he can, and make good his 

Old Cha;ge, before he exhibites a New one. And when 

that is done with, then let ns have the other hundred, | 

and by that time perhaps hell have pickt ſome more 
out of this. 

The Errors he now charges me with, are in number 
Ten, and all-pretended to be taken out of my laſt Book, . 
called Trath Defended. 

The firſt he gives thus, The Blood that came out of * 

. Cbriſt's ſide, «ts ſhedding, was not done to compleat the 

Offering, becauſe before that, Chriſt ſaid, Conſummatum 

> | elt, i: 35 finiſhed, p. 99. Note, ſays G. Keith, This 5s as 
. wich againſt bi Death, for before bis Death, he ſaid, It is S 
. Finiſhed. Now Reader, take my words : For theſe he 

.hes given are not mine, but his own ; by which I ſup- 

+ Poſe, he wonid infinuate, that I hold the Offering or 
 Sactifice to have been compleate), before Chriſt's Death ? 

. My words were theſe, This offering up himſelf (and 
+ *xiring himſelf a Ranſom for all) inc/aded all his ſuffer- 
»-£mps, both inward and outward, and made it a com- 
& +picat and perfe& Sacrifice; in which his Blood was 
& # Coprebendcd, and concerned, as well. as his Fleſh, be- 


fore 


- 


upon his ſaying 1t s Finiſhed, before his Side was pier» 
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© fore bis ſide was Pierted by the Spear. For he had pro- 
© nounced that great word (Conſummetum eft) It is Fin» 
© iſhed, had bowed his Head, and giver #p the Ghoſt, be- 
© fore his fide was Pierced by the Spear. Obſerve here 
now, I not only ſeid he had pronounced that great word, 
It is Finiſhed, but alſo expreſiy,that he had bowed bis Head, 
and given yp the Ghoſt, before bus Side was Pierced. 5. Keith 
oretadiito repeat my words, leaves out that Clauſe 
[ be had bowed his Head and given up the Ghoſt | and then 
infers that my making the offering to be compleated, 


ced (which was no@®done, and which I ſay was not done, 
till afrer he wasDead) is a making the offering to be com- 
pleated before he was Dead. What (hall T call this Deal» 
'1ng of his, a Forgery, Falſity, or Perverſion ? A manifeſt 
Perverſion to be ſure it is, and that a groſs and vile one, 
This is the way he takes to prove me guilty of vile and 
2rols Errors. | And at this rate, what Man living, can 


eſcape the laſh of bus falſe Tongue ! Is this man fit to 
charge me with Peryerhons, Forgeries and Falſities 
(not by the Dozen, nor yet by the Score, but) by the 
» Half Hundred, and Hundred | 
The ſecond groſs Error he charges on me, P. 61. 
is, That 7 Faſtify G. Whitehead's Dotrine and words, 
arnying that the Material Blood of the Beaſts, were T ypes of 
Chriſt”s Material Blood, and yet Fallactouſly ſeem to own ty 
, P- 106. How does this Charge bang rogether, that 1 
,Heny it, and yet ſeem toown it? It [| own it, how am I guile , 
ty of a vile and groſs Error ? If I ſeem to own it, ſo 
that he could not tell whether I own it or deny it, why 
would he be ſo forward to Charge me with vile and 
groſs Error in denying it, before he was come to acer-- 
tainty that I did Ceny it ? Does not this ſhew his Injuſticeg - - | 
as well as his Foly ? Byt befides, both this and the; ©; 
Third (v5sz. That 1 juſtify W. Penn's Dottrine, ſaying" 
the one Seed caQBot bean putwerd thing ; for one onj=;* 
wardthing cannot be the proper ſign of another outs"; 
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ward thing) are already diſcuſſed inthis Av/wer to his 
Narrative, where he hath repeated theſe Charges againſt 


W. Penn and G. Whitehead, and I (as before) have endea- ' 


youred to free them from his Perverſions and Abuſes. 

« The Fourth Error he betows on me is, That | deny 
that the Gift of the Divine Grace or Power within, is the re- 
al Purchaſe of Chriſt's Obedience unto Death ;, argigng, that 
if ſo, that would not be the Free Gift of God, p. FP . Here 
are two netable Peres of Art, he has ſhewed in the fra- 
ming of this Error. Firſt, He has changed my YYords 
from [| The Gift of the promiſed Seed | to | The Gift of 
the Divine Grace or Power within: } Which quite alters 
the Sence of the Place. For whereas I inferred, from 
his Words, that the Gift of the promiſed Seed was not 
a free Gift, or did not proceed from the free Love of 
God to Man (contrary to Fehn3. 16.) but was the re- 
al purchaſe of Chriſt's moſt holy and perfect Obedience 
unto Death, when he came ( which was the Error and 
Abſurdity I drew upon him from his own Words) He, 
to ſlip from under that, changes the Words, as I ſhew- 
ed before, from the Gift of the promiſed Seed, to the 
Gift-of the Divine Grace and - Power within, refer- 
ring to Rom. 5. 15. Eph. 4.7, 8. and Pſa'm 68. 18. 
which latter Places mention Chriſt's giving Gifrs unto 

| Men, when he aſcended up on High, after his Death and 
ReſurreQion : So turning the Free Gift of God, in pro- 
miſing the Seed, and giving his only begotten Son}, to the 
+ Gift of Divine Grace and Power within, which Cairiſt 
' . the promiſed Seed gave, when he aſcended up on nigh, 
and then charges me with Error, in denying this Gift, 
given by Chriſt, to be the real purchaſe of his Obzdi- 
Ence unto Deaih z whereas it was the Gift of Chriſt him- 


 felf, as the promiſed Seed, that I ſpake of, which was the 


- Effe& of God's free Love, not the purchaſe of Chriſt's 
.. Death. The other piece of his Art is, in turning this 
> upon me, ſaying, He denies : Whereas I neithec de- 
 nyed, nor affirmed, but ſhewed him the Abſurdity and 
_ Error cf his c 
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The Fifth E1ror he aſſigns me is, That 7 blame him 
for ſaying Chriſt”s Body is the ſame in ſubſtance it was on 
Earth, p. 129. I delice the Reader to examine that 
Place in my Book, and he will ſee that I do not blame 
G. Keith for ſaying Chriſt's Body is the ſame in ſub- 
ſtance it was oa Earth. But I expoſe his Confuſion 
and Folly, in ſaying, it is the ſame in ſubſtance that it 
was on Earth, and yet ſaying, /r is no more a Body of 
Fleſh, Blood and Bones, but a pure, ethereal, or Heavenly 
Body, as if Chriſt's Body, when on Earth, had not 
been a Body of Fleſh, Blood and Bones, but an Ethereal 
or Airy Body: Or, as if Fleſh, Blood and Bones were 
not of the ſubſtance of an outward, viſible, tangible 
Body, ſuch as was that which was nailed to the Croſs 
at. Jeruſalem. , 

The Sixth Error he allots me is, That I deny that 


Chriſt came by Generation of and from the Properties of ©? 


Man im Mary, p. 136. In this, as in the reſt, he is ex- 
treamly unjuſt. In this place alſo we treated of Chriſt, 
as he was the promiſed Seed. And he undertaking to 
prove ( in p. 22, of his Book called 7he True Copy, &c. ) 
from Mar. i. 1. That the Seed of Promiſe came by Gene 
ration of and from the Properties of Man in Mary , I 


- pinched him up cloſe with hs own words in that ſame 


B:ok of his, p. 20. where he had ſaid, © It is neither. 


" © the Body of Chriſt, ſtritly conkdered, nor the Soul 


* of Chriſt, ſtrictly conſicercd, without the Godhead, 
© nor the Godhead ſtiitly conſidered, without the Soul 
* and Body of the Manhood of Chriſt, that is the Seed 
© of the Woman, or Secd of Abraham, but. the Godbead 
© and Manhood jointly conſidered, and moſt glorioufly 
* united. Hereupon I ſhewed him, that in urging Meat. 
1. 1. to prove the Seed of Promiſe ( as he hed defined 


. It ) came by Generation of and from: the Properties of 


Man in ary, he ſhewed himſelf to be of a currape Judg- 
ment, and contraditted his former Saying. I was fo fa-,* 
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, him-right, - if from hence I ſhould conclude againſt 

- , him, that he holds the Seed of Promiſe, as conſiſting 
@ « *2f Godhead and Manhood united, to have come by 

; Generation of and from the Properties of Man in Mary, 

lince he blamed S. C. for denying it? But I think I 
have juſt cauſe now to ſet it harder on him, and charge 
it home upon him, as a vile and groſs Error, That he holds, 

that Chriſt ( who he ſays (in the ſame place) was the 
' Son of God. by an eternal Generation before the World 
began ) the promiſed Seed ( which, he ſays, is neither 
the Body of Chriſt, ftriftly conſidered, nor the Soul of 

Chriſt, ſtriftly conſidered, without the Godhead, ner the 
Godhead ſtriqly conſidered, without the Sonl and Bo- 
dy of the Manhood of Chriſt, but the Godhead and 
Manhood joinily conſidered, and moſt glorioully united ) 
- thatChriſt, the promiſed Seed, or Seed of the Woman 
2 thus defined, did come by Generation of and from the Pro. 
b periies of Man in Mary. And I hope he will think him- 
& ſelf, or that others however will thiok him obliged, to 
' Felear himſelf of this Error, which is vile and groſ? 
* enough, before he take upon him to 4rr4ig7 others. 

* _ The Seventh Error be abuſes me with is, That / per. 
vert the Apoſtle's Crecd,)n that Clauſe, Conceived of the 
Holy Ghoſt, p. 138. by which I infer, that Chriſt came 
not by Generation of and from the Properties of Man in 
Mary ; «nd in ſe doing, he ſays, I make the Holy Ghoſt to 
te the marerial Cauſe of that Generation , as if that Holy 


"\ Whereas the Holy Ghoſt was the Efficient Cauſe thereof, but 
the Material Cauſe. Perverſion is ſo natural to him, 
the caa do nothing ( at this ſort of work) witbouc 
it..Thart he might faſten an Error upon me, he per- 
verts, yea alters the words of that Creed. For the words 
®* of that Creed (in that Clauſe) are, Conceived bp the 
+ Holy Ghoſt, ( and ſo I gave themin my Book) he has 
changed the word bp to of, and Tenders it, Concei- 
ed of the Holy Gboſt. Whereas the word by imports 


+ 


/ 
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| Creed, called, The Apoſtles, fays, Chriſt was conceived 


+ raiſing this Cavil : for he knows that (in this Place, as 


” Generation of and from the Properties of Man in Maty 


>< the Virgin Mary for his Mother. . ( But as be watt $ 
+ Sorref. Gods having God nr was he f 
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the Holy Ghoſt to have been the Efficient Cauſe, that 35 
bp vertue of which Mary conceived : But the word of, 
imports him to have deen the Material Cauſe, as if the . 
thing conceived had been taken Of the Matter or ſub= | 
ſtance of the Holy Ghoſt. To avoid which 1, follow- 
ing the expreſs words of that Cregd, ſaid, the common 


bp the Holy Ghoſt, though born of the Virgin Mary: 
Now how ſhameleſs is this Man, to charge me with vz/e 
and groſs Error in perverting the Apoſtle*s Creed in that 
Clauſe, Conceived of the Holy. Ghoſt - When it plainly 
appears from his ov7n Book, That it is he himſelf that 
has altered, and thereby perverted, the words of that 
Creed; and not I! Befides, he is altogether wnjuſ# in 


well as in the other, upon which he grounded his laſt 
pretended Error, where I defended S. Cri/p againſt R; - * 
Cobbet and him ) 1 exprefly ſpake of Chriſt; not only- 
with reſpe& to his Body, which was born of the Vir 
gin, but as he was the Son of God by an Eternal Generel? 
tion, as he was coficeived by the Overſhadowing - of the 
Power of the Higheſt, as he was. the Promiſed Seed, whiclt 
G. Keith had confeſſed was nt the Manhood only, but the 
Godhead 41nd Manhood wnirzed: And in theſe reſpeRs it 
was that I argued, he was not ptodnced by Coagalati- 
on (. which was one of Cobber's Terms) nor came by 


( which was another of Cobber's Terms. ) But before 
[ part with G. Keith on this Head, let us ſee whether 
He, who is fo forward to brand me with this Errfr, 
has not himſelf trod too near that, which he charges X 
- me with. For in his Book called, 7he way to thegCity 
of Ged, p. 131. He fays, © Even actording to that Blrth > 
© He ( Chriſt) was the Sor of God, no lefs thai the 5 
© Soriof Man, having God for his Father; as he hs 
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by Coagulation. or did he come by Generation of and 
from the Properties of Man in Mary ? ) * Now the Child, 
© ſays he, we know, doth partake an Image or Nature 
© from both Parents; and thus did Chriſt, who did 


© partake cf the Nature and Image of Man, from. 


©the Seed of Mary, butdid partake of a Nature and 
© Image much more excellent, than that of Man, in its 
© greateſt glory, from God and his Seed, who did re- 
© ally ſow a moſt divine and heavenly Seed (is not that 
© a Subſtance? ) in the Virgins Womb, which as it ſup- 
© plied the Males Seed, fo it had much more 1n it, and 
© brought forth a Birth,* which as it had the true and 
© whole Nature of Man, ſo, I ſay, it had a Perfection 
© above ir, and that not only in accidental Qualities (as 


© men will readily confeſs ) but even in Subſtance and - 


* Eſſence. 
The Eighth Error he ſlanders me with, he calls, my 


falſe way of reaſoning againſt the an Chriſt*s bring crea= |. 


\teds from bis reaſoning, if not created, therefore not Man 
%, retorting, if created, therefore ot God, p. 139- This 
$ as meer a Cayil, . as the former ; and both the one and 


the other aroſe from hence, that he would make the . 


Manhood only to be Chriſt, without the Godhead, or 
Elſe ſubjett the Godhead to the ſame Condition of ' Genera» 
tion, or Creation, with the Manhood ; either of which 
is an Error. This made me give him that retorting 
Anſwer, which has ſo much diſpleaſed bim-. Thus ir 
was in my former Book. -* His Third Obſervation is 
© That. S. Criſ#s denying that Jeſus the Saviour was 


© created, or calling for Scripture to prove It, doth. 


© ſufficiently prove, that he underſtands Chriſt only to 
© bgGod, and wholly excludes the Manhood of Chriſt, 
* from being Chriſt, or any part of him. Doth it ſo, 
© faid 1? Thenlet G, Keirh look to himſelf. For by re- 
©rortion, I return upon him, That his holding that Fe- 
© ſr the Saviour was created ( which he doth by con- 


, -* dewning SC. for denying it) goth ſafficieatly pro 
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, "el 
* that he underſtands Chrift to be only Man, and wholly 


© exclades the Godhead of Chriſt, from being Chriſt, or 
© any part of him; which to hold, is a groſs and vile 
© Error. Let him acquit himſelf as hecan. He cannot 


.acquit himſelf ; therefore he is angry, and wrangl/cs with 


me for retorting this oa him. He lays, I charge him 
to be deeply drenched into Socinianiſm,. My words 
are, / confeſs, I did not think him fo deeply drenchr into 
Socinianſm. He ſays, This is my Ignorance, —— T be So- 
cinian Error is not, That Chriſt is a Creature, but that be 
is a meter Creature, Viz. only M4an, and not both God and 
Man. | was not ignorant of this (nor am, of the fol- 


 lyof his Arguing, ) neither can he be ignorant, that 


my Anſwer, by retortion, implied him to hold, that 
Chriſt is not only a Creature, but 4 meer Creature, _ 
only Man, wholly excluding the Godhead ; whici is . 

full Socinianiſm, Ard until he will {cave Carilling, and 
come down in his Stomach, and diſtinguiſh ( as he ought , 
to do )) betwixt Chriſt, as he was the Son of God by 
Eternal Generation, the divine Word which was in thE 
beginning with God, and which was God-;z and thak 
which he took of the Virgin ; he ſhall never be able to 
free himſelf from the Impuration of this Error : For: 
ſo far as he makes Chriſt to be created, ſo far he makes 


' him a meer Creature, 


The Ninth Error he aſcribes to me, hecalls, my blae 
ming him, to make light (ſo he exprefles it) of the 
work of Generation ( | take him to mean, Regeneration) 
in con:pariſon of Chriſs Incarnation ; therefore according 
to him, ſays he, Regeneration is greater than Chriſt's Intar- 
nation, Up8n which he crys out, O great Blaſphemy ! 
Pp. 155- In this he miſtook me ( whether ignoxantly, * 
or delignedly, | know not: ) for I did not intend (nor 
no do ) to draw a Compariſon between thole two 
Appearances,” or Manifeſtations of Chriſt, Outwardly : 
in the Fleſh at Feru/alem, and Inwardly in the Hearts ' 


& of his People, ſo as to prefer the One to the Othee.} 
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© As for the Charge ir ſelf, of making Regeneration 
| greater than Chriſt*s Incarnation, he had charged it be- 
tore ( but falſly ) on W. Penn in his Narrative, . 22. 
And I have Anſwered it already in p. 82. of his Book, 
to waich ] refer the Reader for ſatisfaftion concern- 
Ing It. 

tis Tenth and Laſt Error he flings at me is, my ſay- 
ing that the Author of Regeneration is Chriſt, chiefly, as 
- hes manifeſted inwardly in the heart, p. 152. My words 
© C which b:{ ſhew my meaning) were theſe. © And ve- 
+ *Ty idle is be, in ſ2ying, Seeing the Work of Regener ati» 
+ £on and Sonftification in the Saints, is a+ great Myſtery, 
> © muſt we not own him who js the Author, and great Cauſe 
* of it, tobe greater ? For who ever queſtioned that ? 
#Weall own the Workman to be greater than the Work ; 
©the Author and great Cauſe of Regeneration and San- 
*Mfication, to. be greater than the Regeneration and 
E ©SanQification wrought. And this Author and great 
*Cauſe of Regeneration and SanCtification, we ſay is 
+ ©Chriſt ; and that chiefly as he is-manifeſted inwardly 
$ <a the Heart : For he worketh it not in any, but thoſe 
- * 10 whom hes inwardly manifeſted. Theſe words 
ſhew, that when | ſaid Chriſt is the great Cauſe of Re- 
- generation and San&ification, chiefly as he is manifeſt- 
>ed inwardly inthe Heart, it was wich reſpe& to him, as 
he -is the neare/t and moſt immediate Cauſe thereof, and as 
: he 'a@fally works the work of Regeneration and SanCti- 
©, fication in the Heart, and brings it forth. Yndwhough 
- Ge Keith ſays, This is us abſurd, as .g0 ſay, The Beams of 
[- the Su that deſcend onthe Earth, are the chirf Cauſe of 
=: Eartbs Frujitfulneſs, and not the Sun it ſelf that in 
| the Fw manent; yet both the Avſurdity and Error will 
, proves own, in his comparing the Inward Appea- 
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= C for I have all along told him, I do not like to divide * 
Chriſt.) But the drift and ſcope of my words, which -. 
here he carps at, was to ſhew him that he had done ſo. , 


LITRE PSEQhiN in the Heart Cwheredy the work of Re+ | 
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|. Earth is fruQtified z as if Chriſt were no of 
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* Incarnate, or made 


. © and eſpecially of our Thoughts, if he were not imme» © 


' the Error it diſcovers in his Judgment ) of the Beakas®- 
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generation and SanQtification is wrought ) to the Beam *” 
of the Sun that" is in the Firmament, by, wn the 
ſe in the - 
Saints, than the Sun is on the Earth, iz. by its Beams, 
Whereas the Travail of the Apoſtle was, That Chrj 
might be formed in them he writ to, Gal. 4-19. That 
might dwell in their bearts by faith, Epbeſ. 3, 17. And 
G-XKeith faith expreſly, Way caſt »p, P- 1 34. © The ward 
Fleſh, and called by Fames the In- . * 
* grafted Word, we do really ſee, for it dwelleth in w, © 
And p. 124, 125. * It is impoſlible ( ſays G. Keith ) that  _ 
© he could hear us, and be ſenſible of our Prayers, © 


© diatrly preſent in #:, and with us. Andin p. 123, He © 
ſays, * The Man Chriſt Jeſus is realy watka in,. and.” 
© among us. — I do not mean, ſays he, by his external 
© or outward Perſon ( for that is aſcended into Heaven} 
© but invertue of his divine Life and Spirit, or Soul ex=4, © 
© tended jnt0 #s in his divin? Seed and Body, which is hig, 4 
© beavenly Fleſh and Blood, wherewith he feedeth th 
© Souls of them that believe in him. Inp. 107. & 
brings many Scriptures, ( as Fob. 6, 56. and 17. 
Rom. 8.10, Efb.3.17. Col, 1.27. i Cor, 13. 3, and go 
to prove Chriſts Being and Dwelling in the Saints, 
that as the Word made Fleſh, according to Fohn 1.1 
And in p. 111. Speaking of Chriſt's 4welirg 5n the bea 
of the Saints by Faith, he ſays, He is formed in them. © - 
Gal. 4-19. ſo that they are bis Mother who bring him,” 
forth by a ſpiritual and divine Birth, Aft. 12:49, B3 
this to be compared ro the Beains of the Sun nar 3 
ſcend on the Earth ? Or did it hold forth a more ijmmgs © - 
diate, and ſubſtantial Inaweiing of Chriſt in his People? 
How unſuitable then is G. Ke:rb?s Compariſon ( beligeg® : 


_of the Sun deſcending on the Earih, and there canting. 


| Fruitfulneſs in it, to Chriſt's working Regeneratic Ws . 7 
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ication in hi le ? As it Chriſt inahis' 
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People, than the Sun in the Firmament"is to the Earth. 

"What remains of his Appendix to his Narrative, at'the 
bottom of p. 6 1,and 62. being little,and to as little pur- 
poſe, I deſignedly wave,as ſuppoling he may probably re- 
ceive anAccount of it from another hand. But I ſhall here 
fetch-in a Paſſage in p. 60. which [ purpoſely ſtept over 


' there, with intention to bring it in here. It is this. 


In p. 60. He ſays, Now before I have quite done with 
W. Penn, let me put him in mind of bis Promiſe, That he 


would anſwer me in the face of the Nation : For 1 think 1 


have made. gord my Word, that I have put him to prove his 
Charge againſt me ( that I am an Apoſtate ) in the face of 


$ the Nation. What need W. Penn do that, and he too. 


Did IW. Penn fo oblige himſelf to do it, that he muſt 


> meeds do it over azain, after G. Keith hath been ſo kind 
> +to him to ſave him that labour, by having done it hims 
- Felf again and again, and that indeed in the face of the 
| .. Nation, in every Book he has publiſhed ſince ? It is 


probable W. Penz might havedone it before now, if G. 
Keith had not ' taken the-work out of his hand, and 
ſhewed himſelf £2 officious and forward to do it, that 
& has thereby rather confirmed the apprehenſion [ 
rmerly had of his Meaning, when in p. 32. of his 


" Book called The True Copy, he ſaid, I propoſe this juſt dt. 


mand to W. Penn, that he give me an Opportunity — t9 
make good bis Charge againſt me, &c, namely, That he 
wanted but opportunity to do-it himſelf, and thereby 
free Is. Pern from that ſmall undertaking. I know not 
how ;I may ſpeed for reminding him of this. For I remember he 
was very angry with me before, for bot gently touching it ( and T 
think pretty modeitly) with a [ He. ſcems to have beſpoke a publick 
Meeting, that be might have done it himſelf there. Yet this 
ſoft 80u9h pus him into ſuch a Her, that I doubt whether he be 
Gootryet. For nolonger ago than the Third Month .lafſt, when he 
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wer/n, Ct 4 ard Forgery; Me, a groſs and impudent Forgerer 
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U Appearance and Working, were no nearer to his 


| 


his intention of #/olding his Court at Turner's Hall, he was -* 
ha Fre: about it, that (inthe Poſtſcript to his Advertilement 8g 
RET 1. of his Narrative } he calls it, a molt impulent and notorious 
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" Wrefter and Perverter ; $ to prove me to be not only 
Groſs Forgeries, god Perverſions, and Avticbrifian Principles 
which the Reader hath juſt now heard a long Lift, in Ten YJ-* 
and not only ſo, but (ſays he) groſly ignorant ( in that which he pre« © 
tends to have knowledge ) of Xumane Learning ( and of«that I can 

+ Aaflure him I never pretended to much; and though I love Learning. * 
<> well, yet 1 had rather be as Ignorant as he takes me to be, than ag' 
=. Arrogant asI take him tobe. ) Neither is thisall, but 1 am alo, he © 

r ſays, guilty of Pedantich oY and Luibling, from meer Errors ok, | 

the Preſs, not ſo duly corretted, yet obvious ro any intelligent Regs : 

der. I confeſs, I think, both his Book and Himſelf ,( under corre&ti- * 

. on be it ſpoken ) have need enough to be duly correfed ; and that I - 

1 ſuppoſe is obyious to any intelligent Reader, Now if 1 did happen .3 

to miſtake his Meaning, in that hobling Exprefhon of his lame. D&"; 

mand, of an Opportunity for him ( as his words ſeemed to import Y: 

[| to make good the Charge againſt himſelf, T think he has ſufficiept-þ 

ly paid me off, with his Billingſgate Rbetorich,, and Scottiſh. Comple=P 

n- ments. Yet were it not that Iam loath to offend him again- ſo ſoong' 

Fo I could tell him, that the Explanation he gives doth not ſufficientlyy ! 

| .. Clear the ſenſe of that Cloudy Sentence, neither hath he Wewed That: ' 

' it was the Error of the Preſs, but added another, viz: I will, } 

for where I will. But 1 have done with that, left he tax me with) 
| Quiblivg. I return top. 60. of the Narrative, where G. Kenb(has} 

ving put W. Pexn in mind of his Promiſe to prove him an Apo I 

c. which G. Keith himſelf hath ſufficiently done ) ſays, And Jet © 
him not put off this Work,, that belongs to himſelf, to any Deputy, or Bu» | 
ſis Intruder, as T. Ellwood, or F.Penington, who kave already {n- | 
ly ſhewe:d their Folly in Print. But how if T. E. and F. P. ſhould not 
think they have ſufficiently ſhewed their Folly in Print 7. WHb he's 
not give them leave to ſatisfie themſelves in that Caſe a little furs:;* 
ther ? Azmight a little confider us by himſelf, who hath | 
ciently ſhewed bis Folly in Print long lince, and yet canpor 
| Scribling, though at each time he di\covers more Folly than be 

a And, but that I am doubtful it would put him into a new Fer, 

fore the old one is gone off, I could ſhew him there is ſomething! 

(even in this laſtſentence ) which, if it” had not come from, {i Ly 
wiſe man as he, might have becn taken for a little piece of Bll; 

As where he bids W. Pex not put oft this Work ( which veloggs 

himſelf) to any Deputy, or bufie Intruder. Does he take the'yor 

[ Deputy, and Intruder ] tobe Synonimons Terms, I wonderf Is 

Proper to call him an Iztruder, that is Deputed £ Or hina $ 

that'is but an Anruder ; and that a buſie one too? If not, whe means = 

he by biiding, W. Pern not put off this Work toa buſie Incru 2g ke 

&- not putting off a Work from ones [elf to another, imply a ia? 

But enough of this ; if not too much, for my ſing calf? ;- 

x ſhall Icy fly at me again. He allo remiads i. Penny | ” 
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efeened my fey ud obliged r0-my bon Ree |; 
auſmer; for failltt, I think is moſt proper for - 
amis them. And if W. Perwhad Faults to anſwer for, 
2x6 but before Judge Keith) I know not whether, as 
& 1 love kim, 1 ſhould be contented to take his place, or rather 4 
KW him toanſwer for his Faults himſelf, But it is one thing 
alwer for-Faults ; another, to anſwer to Faults objefted, and - 
be that they are nor Faults, Hut Cavils. That W. Fenn is ſuſfeet- - 
mow; 25 well as he was heretofore, to his ownxelier, is not to be 
e ed. ; But. it does not follow, that he is always, and always + 
otiged to appear in his own defence ; or at all, when he. 
noneedof it, the Blow being not ſo ftrongly given, but that a 
ohe may both bear it off, and beat it back. When an Abler 
wriles, (which G. Keith has petitioned the Clergy for ) it 
%e tim: my for Abler Defendants to come forth. In the 
Lane, fince he bas accuſed many ( and me among the reſt ) in 
le Charge; (and that, according to the Maxim, Frufra fir 
wangued fer poteſt per panciers, It is in vain toſet many hands 


, 


ſ*- a, which few, or one,.can do; ) fince allo it looks like 
IST of his Pride and Self-conceir, that like that Uncircumciſed 
+." Champion gf. old ( to whom he is not more diſproportionable in Per- 
6 We han in baygbriveſs of- Mind, and Stomach agreeable, ) deſpifing 

Ty «s March for him, he does, in effeR, call for ſome 


þ. ebvie: to come out againſt him, as thinking me, ( if made his 

\ Gaptive3 too mean alas! to adorn his Triumph : It is but a juſt Ye- 7 
goutioa tohim, for his (perhaps not altogether deſerved) contempt .., 
Mas it may ſerve to abate bis Pride and Infolence ; that: -* 
incercccivean Anſwer to his ( in his own Opinion Unanſwers 3 
Narrative, from the hand of one, whom he has repreſent” 
of 3. grelly ignorant, as he bas done me. 
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Tho. Ellwoad. 
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ill ſhortly be made publick, a Book entitulod, Keith * 
ith,” # ſome more:of George Keith's Contradii ions 
'elle#ed on of bis own Books { not yet retraffed Y |} 

oxether -with a Reply to G. Xeirb's late Bobky%, 
ebrifs aud Sadgpcecs Derefted among s | 
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